
COMPANIES AND ORGANIZATIONS
CO42 – Stop the Pipeline

Companies and Organizations Comments

The commentor’s summary of the project history and statements 
regarding the adequacy of the draft EIS are noted.  See the 
response to comment FA1-1.

CO42-1
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COMPANIES AND ORGANIZATIONS
CO42 – Stop the Pipeline (cont’d)

Companies and Organizations Comments
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COMPANIES AND ORGANIZATIONS
CO42 – Stop the Pipeline (cont’d)

Companies and Organizations Comments

The comment regarding the photography used for the cover of 
the draft EIS is noted.  The photos on the cover of the EIS were 
taken by the FERC staff during field visits to the projects’ area 
and are generally representative of the project setting, but does 
not preclude the existence of other terrain types.  The photos 
were not “digitally manipulated.”  The proposed projects’ 
crossing of and impacts on steep topography and forested areas 
are fully disclosed in the EIS. 

CO42-2

The FERC staff has worked closely with both the cooperating 
agencies and the other permitting agencies in the development of 
the EIS.  We have considered the information requests made by 
other agencies and included them in our environmental 
information requests as appropriate.  The FERC staff reviewed 
and considered all substantive comments received during the pre-
filing and scoping periods. 

CO42-3
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COMPANIES AND ORGANIZATIONS
CO42 – Stop the Pipeline (cont’d)

Companies and Organizations Comments

See the response to comment FA1-1 regarding information 
pending at the time of the draft EIS and draft EIS adequacy.  As 
stated in the EIS, our review was completed under the guidelines 
of the NEPA.  The FERC’s environmental review is not bound or 
directed by New York’s State Environmental Quality Review 
Act.

CO42-4

Constitution’s Preliminary Migratory Bird and Upland Forest 
Plan was filed on May 6, 2014 
(http://elibrary.ferc.gov:0/idmws/file_list.asp?document_id=1421
3683) and the EIS (particularly section 4.5) has been updated 
accordingly.  See the response to comment FA4-3 regarding 
pending field surveys. 

CO42-5

The construction schedule is discussed in section 2.4 of the EIS; 
however, the exact start of construction would be dependent upon 
a final Commission decision, subsequent completion of field 
surveys (see the response to comment FA4-3), acquisition of all 
necessary federal permits, and a separate authorization from 
FERC confirming completion of any outstanding conditions.  
Constitution originally proposed to start construction in the third 
quarter of 2014, but has amended this date to the second quarter 
of 2014.  It is anticipated that pipeline construction would occur 
over a period of approximately 9 to 12 months.  Constitution has 
proposed an in-service date of March 2015 although this date no 
longer appears feasible.  We recognize that winter weather, wet 
conditions, and other unforeseen factors could result in 
construction schedule adjustments or delays.  Iroquois proposed 
that its construction start in July 2014 and estimated that it would 
continue for approximately 9 months with a proposed in-service 
date of March 31, 2015.  This is likewise feasible.

CO42-6

The proposed projects’ purpose and need is described in section 
1.1 of the EIS, and this section has been updated with new 
information.  See the response to comment LA7-5.

CO42-7

The COE and the EPA both participated as cooperating agencies 
in the development of the EIS.  The COE is the federal permitting 
agency responsible for implementation of Section 404 of the 
Clean Water Act.  This permitting process is described in 
sections 1.5, 4.3, and 4.4 of the EIS. 

CO42-8

Cumulative impacts including development of the Marcellus 
Shale are discussed in section 4.13 of the EIS which has been 
updated with new information as indicated in the responses to 
comments FA4-44 and CO26-10. 

CO42-9

Alternatives are discussed in section 3 of the EIS, which has been 
updated.  Alternative construction methods relevant to Section 
404 of the Clean Water Act are discussed in sections 2, 4.3, and 
4.4 of the EIS.  See the response to comment CO42-8. 

CO42-10
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COMPANIES AND ORGANIZATIONS
CO42 – Stop the Pipeline (cont’d)

Companies and Organizations Comments

See the response to comment FA1-1.  Where possible and 
appropriate, we have included internet links to information 
referenced in the EIS.  Most of the materials referenced were 
plans that were submitted as part of Constitution or Iroquois’ 
applications, which were filed in the summer of 2013.

CO42-11
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COMPANIES AND ORGANIZATIONS
CO42 – Stop the Pipeline (cont’d)

Companies and Organizations Comments

See the response to comment FA1-1.  All comments are 
considered with equal weight, regardless of the status of the party 
submitting them.

CO42-12

See the response to comment FA1-1.  The FERC’s General 
Counsel’s guidance regarding relevant precedent agreements was 
outlined in its letter dated January 31, 2014. 
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COMPANIES AND ORGANIZATIONS
CO42 – Stop the Pipeline (cont’d)

Companies and Organizations Comments

See the responses to comments FA1-1 and FA4-3. CO42-14

S-518



COMPANIES AND ORGANIZATIONS
CO42 – Stop the Pipeline (cont’d)

Companies and Organizations Comments

See the response to comment CO42-6.  Unless project-specific 
waivers are granted by the agencies, Constitution must abide with 
the PFBC and the NYSDEC schedule restrictions for waterbodies
(see the response to comment SA4-14) and the FWS schedule 
restrictions for migratory birds except for the limited 
circumstances and/or under the conditions as described in section 
4.6.1 of the EIS.  These circumstances include clearing needed to 
access sensitive waterbodies for crossing during the appropriate 
construction window.  September is the only month during which 
both tree clearing and construction within trout streams may 
occur.    

We concluded that with our recommendation that Constitution 
complete all surveys and a mitigation plan (including for 
blasting) developed in consultation with the appropriate agencies 
prior to construction, would protect the bald eagle from adverse 
impacts.

See the response to comment CO42-6 regarding the projects’ 
proposed schedule.  The FERC’s compliance monitoring 
program (see section 2.5.3 of the EIS) would ensure that the 
project is built in accordance with applicable FERC requirements 
and all other permits. 

CO42-15
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COMPANIES AND ORGANIZATIONS
CO42 – Stop the Pipeline (cont’d)

Companies and Organizations Comments

The transportation of supplies, commuting of workers, and the 
roads that primarily would be used to access the project area, as 
well as Constitution’s traffic management plan, are discussed in 
section 4.9.4 of the EIS.  As stated in section 4.9.4.1 of the EIS, 
Constitution would repair any roads damaged by the pipeline 
project.

Access roads are discussed in section 2.2.4 of the EIS and the 
location, description, length, land use, and type of improvement 
required (if any) for each of the proposed access roads are listed 
in appendix E.  Constitution included a typical drawing of an 
access road (Volume 2, Appendix J, see figure 87 of the New 
York ECP), including a stormwater swale, which can be viewed 
at 
http://elibrary.ferc.gov:0/idmws/file_list.asp?document_id=1416
0901.

CO42-16
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COMPANIES AND ORGANIZATIONS
CO42 – Stop the Pipeline (cont’d)

Companies and Organizations Comments

See the response to comments FA1-1 and CO42-6.  The FERC is 
not bound by the Applicants’ proposed in-service dates.  The 
FERC staff will take the time necessary to adequately complete 
the NEPA review.  See the responses to comments FA4-26 
(permanent fill), CO42-5 (upland forest mitigation plan), and 
CO42-15 (bald eagle). 

CO42-17
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COMPANIES AND ORGANIZATIONS
CO42 – Stop the Pipeline (cont’d)

Companies and Organizations Comments

The FERC staff (and Constitution) continue to coordinate with 
the permitting agencies as appropriate.  The final EIS has been 
updated to include additional information and to reflect the 
comments of the permitting agencies.  Responses to all agency 
comments on the draft EIS, including the COE and the 
NYSDEC, are provided in this appendix.  The FERC has issued 
numerous environmental information requests throughout the 
course of this project, including follow-up requests when 
responses provided by the Applicants were deemed inadequate.  
Permitting agencies may also issue their own information 
requests, and may delay their processing of individual permit 
applications depending upon whether they have sufficient 
information to proceed.  A discussion of alternative M, including 
the possible routing the pipeline within the median of I-88 was 
provided in section 3.4.1.2 of the draft EIS.  See the response to 
comment FA4-45 regarding high volume hydraulic fracturing.

CO42-18
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COMPANIES AND ORGANIZATIONS
CO42 – Stop the Pipeline (cont’d)

Companies and Organizations Comments

See the responses to comments FA4-3 and FA4-10.  The COE 
has indicated that it will require complete surveys of the affected 
route to assess Constitution’s project under the Clean Water Act.  
We have included relevant information useful for public review, 
and summaries of voluminous materials where appropriate.  For 
example, wetland delineation reports could have been appended 
to the EIS but are exceedingly voluminous and do not add 
substantive value to the EIS when they are already a part of the 
administrative record for the project.  As noted previously, a 
significant portion of this information and access for surveys in 
areas where survey permission has been denied would be 
obtained only after the Commission issues an Order approving or 
denying the projects. 
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COMPANIES AND ORGANIZATIONS
CO42 – Stop the Pipeline (cont’d)

Companies and Organizations Comments

See the response to CO42-19.  Waterbodies and wetlands under 
the jurisdiction of the COE are discussed extensively in sections 
2.3.2.1, 2.3.2.2, 4.3, 4.4, and 4.13 (and other sections) of the EIS 
along with site-specific information provided in appendices K 
and L.  The COE participated as a cooperating agency in the 
development and review of the draft and final EISs.  We also 
have responded to the COE’s formal comments on the draft EIS 
within this appendix (see the response to comment FA5) and 
have updated the EIS accordingly.  The COE’s ongoing and 
current comments and input into the EIS supersedes its comments 
filed in the past. 
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CO42 – Stop the Pipeline (cont’d)

Companies and Organizations Comments
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CO42 – Stop the Pipeline (cont’d)

Companies and Organizations Comments

S-526



COMPANIES AND ORGANIZATIONS
CO42 – Stop the Pipeline (cont’d)

Companies and Organizations Comments

See the responses to comments FA1-1 and FA4-3.  Constitution 
must complete all of the remaining field surveys of the survey 
corridor once survey access is obtained prior to the completion of 
agency permitting and the FERC’s authorization to proceed with 
construction, if the Commission grants a Certificate. 

CO42-21
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COMPANIES AND ORGANIZATIONS
CO42 – Stop the Pipeline (cont’d)

Companies and Organizations Comments

See the response to comment FA4-37.  Section 4.7 of the EIS 
discusses potential impacts on all federally and state-listed 
species.  FERC regulations as well as federal law require FERC 
to complete any and all necessary Endangered Species Act 
consultation prior to authorizing construction of a project.  This 
project is no exception.  Constitution performed studies for 
federally listed species in consultation with the FWS.  The FWS 
did not require bat surveys in New York as discussed in section 
4.7.2.  See the response to comment 42-15 regarding the bald 
eagle. 

CO42-22
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COMPANIES AND ORGANIZATIONS
CO42 – Stop the Pipeline (cont’d)

Companies and Organizations Comments

The EIS has been prepared in accordance with NEPA and its 
implementing regulations and includes a statement of the project 
proponents’ purpose and need, alternatives, and the affected 
environment and environmental consequences.  The Commission 
will weigh the projects’ environmental impacts with social and 
economic considerations, and if the projects are certificated, the 
Commission’s Order will include a rationale for the decision and 
additional conditions to avoid or minimize environmental 
impacts.  As indicated by the commentor, the NYSDEC may 
adopt the EIS to fulfill its own requirements under New York 
State’s Environmental Quality Review Act.  If the NYSDEC 
determines it needs additional information beyond what we have 
presented in the EIS to complete its analysis, then it is 
responsible for obtaining that information and developing any 
additional analysis.

CO42-23

See the responses to comments FA1-1, FA4-3, and CO42-20.  
We conclude that the measures described in sections 4.3 and 4.4 
and appendices K and L of the EIS would reduce impacts on 
groundwater, surface water, and wetlands to the extent 
practicable.  The PADEP and the NYSDEC are responsible for 
determining whether the proposed projects’ permit applications 
meet the respective states’ implementation standards for issuance 
of water quality certificate under Section 401 of the Clean Water 
Act.  It has been our experience that FERC regulated pipeline 
projects do not generally violate water quality standards.

CO42-24
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Companies and Organizations Comments
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COMPANIES AND ORGANIZATIONS
CO42 – Stop the Pipeline (cont’d)

Companies and Organizations Comments

See the response to comment CO42-24.  Waterbodies are 
proposed to be crossed using either dry or trenchless 
methodologies, which would limit the potential for erosion, 
sedimentation, or turbidity.  See the response to comment FA4-
34 and section 4.3.3 of the EIS regarding Constitution’s 
Trenchless Feasibility Study, which can be accessed in full at link 
http://elibrary.ferc.gov:0/idmws/file_list.asp?document_id=1416
0901, see volume II appendix N.  Given workspace requirements, 
geotechnical conditions, constraints, and feasibility 
specifications, we conclude that it is not feasible or practicable to 
use trenchless methods (conventional bore, HDD, and direct 
pipe) at all waterbody locations.  Proposed site-specific 
waterbody crossing methods and information are provided in 
appendix K.  Endangered species are discussed in section 4.7 of 
the EIS.

CO42-25
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COMPANIES AND ORGANIZATIONS
CO42 – Stop the Pipeline (cont’d)

Companies and Organizations Comments

We conclude that with implementation of Constitution’s ECPs, 
which include the FERC Plan and Procedures, and the 
implementation of dry or trenchless crossing methods at all 
waterbodies (see the response to comment CO42-25), that 
designated water quality uses would not be degraded along the 
projects’ area.

CO42-26
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CO42 – Stop the Pipeline (cont’d)

Companies and Organizations Comments
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CO42 – Stop the Pipeline (cont’d)

Companies and Organizations Comments
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CO42 – Stop the Pipeline (cont’d)

Companies and Organizations Comments
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CO42 – Stop the Pipeline (cont’d)

Companies and Organizations Comments
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CO42 – Stop the Pipeline (cont’d)

Companies and Organizations Comments
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CO42 – Stop the Pipeline (cont’d)

Companies and Organizations Comments
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Companies and Organizations Comments
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CO42 – Stop the Pipeline (cont’d)

Companies and Organizations Comments
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COMPANIES AND ORGANIZATIONS
CO42 – Stop the Pipeline (cont’d)

Companies and Organizations Comments

The proposed projects’ purpose and need is described in section 
1.1 of the EIS, and this section has been updated with new 
information.  See the response to comment CO42-27.

CO42-27

See the response to comment CO42-23. CO42-28
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COMPANIES AND ORGANIZATIONS
CO42 – Stop the Pipeline (cont’d)

Companies and Organizations Comments

See the response to comment CO42-20.  The COE will be 
responsible for determining whether to issue a Clean Water Act 
Section 404 permit. 

CO42-29
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CO42 – Stop the Pipeline (cont’d)

Companies and Organizations Comments
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CO42 – Stop the Pipeline (cont’d)

Companies and Organizations Comments
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COMPANIES AND ORGANIZATIONS
CO42 – Stop the Pipeline (cont’d)

Companies and Organizations Comments

See the response to comment CO42-20 and CO42-29.  As 
discussed in the EIS, we conclude that impacts on wetlands 
would be minimized where possible and would be mitigated 
(including locations where PFO wetlands would be converted to 
PEM or PSS over the long-term or permanently) in accordance 
with the COE guidelines where impacts are unavoidable.

CO42-30
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COMPANIES AND ORGANIZATIONS
CO42 – Stop the Pipeline (cont’d)

Companies and Organizations Comments

See the response to comments CO42-25 and CO42-29.CO42-31

See the responses to comments CO42-27 (need), CO42-10 and 
CO42-18 (alternatives), and CO42-29 (the COE permitting 
review). 

CO42-32
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CO42 – Stop the Pipeline (cont’d)

Companies and Organizations Comments
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COMPANIES AND ORGANIZATIONS
CO42 – Stop the Pipeline (cont’d)

Companies and Organizations Comments

The use of the best management practices as described in the EIS 
and Constitution’s ECPs would serve as the basic framework for 
the prevention of potential impacts, such as erosion.  The FERC 
compliance monitors would document that the projects are built 
in accordance with the required environmental specifications.  
The compliance monitoring program would inspect the project on 
a daily basis.  A major goal of the program would be to prevent 
instances of noncompliance, rather than to respond after the fact 
for issues such as inadequate erosion and stormwater controls, 
improper seeding, and rutting.    

The FERC has various ways to enforce compliance on a poorly 
performing project sponsor, including, but not limited to stop-
work authority, fines, and consideration of granting or 
withholding project in-service based on whether restoration is 
proceeding satisfactorily.  The performance of past projects is not 
necessarily an indicator of the performance of future projects, but 
the comments regarding issues with past projects that were 
located in the vicinity are noted.  See the responses to comments 
FA4-53 (karst geology), CO1-5 (flooding), CO1-4 (stormwater
runoff), and CO41-10 (soil compaction).  Measures to prevent 
rutting, developed in coordination with the NYSDAM, are 
discussed in section 4.2.4 of the EIS. 
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Companies and Organizations Comments
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COMPANIES AND ORGANIZATIONS
CO42 – Stop the Pipeline (cont’d)

Companies and Organizations Comments

See the responses to comments CO26-18, CO42-23, CO42-27, 
and CO42-29.  See the response to comment FA4-46 regarding 
the Leatherstocking Gas Company.  The status of Constitution’s 
ongoing effort to obtain easement agreements is noted. 

If an easement cannot be negotiated with the landowner and the 
projects are certificated by the Commission, the Applicants may 
use the right of eminent domain to acquire the workspace 
necessary to construct the projects.  The Applicants would still be 
required to compensate the landowner for the right-of-way and 
damages incurred during construction.  

The potential impacts of the projects upon property insurance, 
including our recommendation to ensure that any impacts are 
mitigated, and mortgages are discussed in sections 4.9.6 and 
4.9.5 of the EIS, respectively.  These sections have been updated 
for the final EIS.

CO42-34
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COMPANIES AND ORGANIZATIONS
CO42 – Stop the Pipeline (cont’d)

Companies and Organizations Comments

The FERC staff makes the selection of the third-party contractor, 
not the applicant.  The FERC contractor is not “pre-selected” by 
the applicant.  In regard to the Keystone XL Pipeline EIS, the 
U.S. Department of State (DOS) Office of the Inspector General 
(OIG) found in February 2012 that there was no evidence that the 
applicant improperly influenced the DOS selection of Cardno 
ENTRIX as the third-party contractor and that there were no 
contractual or financial relationships between Cardno ENTRIX 
and the applicant that would result in a conflict of interest or that 
would impair the ability of Cardno ENTRIX to be objective in 
performing the work assigned (DOS 2012).  See the responses to 
comment IND4.

U.S. Department of State, Office of the Inspector General.  2012.  
Special Review of the Keystone XL Pipeline Permit Process.  
Report Number AUD/SI-12-28, February 2012.

The photos on the cover of the EIS were taken by the FERC staff 
during field visits to the project area and depict a mix of rural, 
agricultural, and forested lands that would be impacted.

Section 3 of the EIS examines alternatives including alternate 
pipeline routes and configurations, alternate terminal points, 
collocation with existing pipelines and I-88, as well as renewable 
and non-renewable energy sources. 
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COMPANIES AND ORGANIZATIONS
CO42 – Stop the Pipeline (cont’d)

Companies and Organizations Comments

Impacts on forest (section 4.5, appendix M) and surficial bedrock 
due to blasting (section 4.1.3.7 and 4.1.3.8, appendix I), as well 
as system and collocated alternatives (sections 3.2, 3.3, and 3.4) 
are discussed within the EIS.  See the response to comment CO2-
1 regarding Section 380.15(b) of the Commission’s siting 
guidelines.  The EIS clearly acknowledges forested impacts, 
including miles crossed, acres cleared, and percent collocated.  
The data are not in any way “hidden.” 

CO42-36
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COMPANIES AND ORGANIZATIONS
CO42 – Stop the Pipeline (cont’d)

Companies and Organizations Comments

See the response to comments CO26-10, CO26-11, and FA4-45.  
Section 3.1 of the EIS indicates that if the no-action alternative 
were selected, then other energy sources would have to be used 
to meet customer demand potentially including “other fossil fuels 
and renewable energy.”  See the responses to comments CO26-
16 and CO32-1. 

CO42-37
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COMPANIES AND ORGANIZATIONS
CO42 – Stop the Pipeline (cont’d)

Companies and Organizations Comments

The FERC does not prescribe the width of the study corridor for 
proposed projects; rather the applicant does typically in 
coordination with resource agencies, in particular the state 
historic preservation offices.  Typically, the applicant selects a 
study corridor that allows it some flexibility to make minor 
adjustments to the proposed route in order to avoid a localized 
resource (such as a well) without having to return a survey crew 
to the field.  Otherwise, if the study corridor is too narrow to 
allow such flexibility, then additional, subsequent field surveys 
may be required to assess minor route variations if needed.  The 
comment regarding the number of parcels that have been 
surveyed as well adjoining parcels within the survey corridor that 
have not been surveyed is noted.  The FERC does not make 
decisions based on the number of parcels surveyed.  See the 
response to comment CO42-15 regarding the bald eagle.  
Typically, field assessments downstream and downhill of the 
survey corridor are not required.  See the response to comment 
LA10-3 regarding the identification of wells within 150 feet of 
construction and a source reference. 

CO42-38
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COMPANIES AND ORGANIZATIONS
CO42 – Stop the Pipeline (cont’d)

Companies and Organizations Comments

Information can only be obtained if it is available or accessible.  
Applicants typically contact local, state, and federal agencies in 
the project planning phases to obtain as much background 
information as available.  The background data are then 
supplemented or verified through field surveys where access is 
provided.  Where access is denied, field surveys must be 
completed after the issuance of a Certificate, if granted.  See the 
response to comment FA4-3.

Threatened and endangered species are discussed in section 4.7 
of the EIS.  See also the response to comment FA4-37.  Invasive 
species are discussed in section 4.5.4 of the EIS, and see the 
response to comment FA4-9.  As stated in section 2.3.1 of the 
EIS, Constitution would use a padding machine to ensure that 
rocks mixed with subsoil do not damage the pipe.  The EI would 
be responsible for approving imported soils and verifying that the 
soil is certified free of noxious weeds and soil pests (unless 
otherwise specified by the landowner) as stated in 2.5.2 of the 
EIS.
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COMPANIES AND ORGANIZATIONS
CO42 – Stop the Pipeline (cont’d)

Companies and Organizations Comments

See the responses to comments CO42-23, CO42-24, and CO42-
29 regarding agency permitting.  The definition of cumulative 
impacts is noted.  See the response to comment FA4-46 regarding 
the Leatherstocking Gas Company.  See the responses to 
comments FA4-45 and CO26-10 regarding development of the 
Marcellus Shale and our updates to the cumulative impacts 
section of the EIS.  See the response to comment CO26-7 
regarding the capacity of the Constitution pipeline and its ability 
to serve as a major conduit for natural gas supplies developed in 
New York.  See the response to comments LA7-5 and CO42-7 
regarding the purpose and need for the proposed projects. 
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CO42 – Stop the Pipeline (cont’d)

Companies and Organizations Comments

A description of unmet need for natural gas in the region is 
discussed in section 3.1 of the EIS.  Section 3.1 of the EIS also 
indicates that if the no-action alternative were selected, then a 
combination of other energy sources would have to be used to 
meet customer demand potentially including “other fossil fuels 
and renewable energy.”  Renewable energy sources are discussed 
in section 3.1.2.3 of the EIS.   

The FERC staff reviews applications for interstate natural gas 
pipeline projects in accordance with an applicant’s stated 
objective(s) in order to disclose the environmental impacts of a 
proposal to inform the decisionmakers and, in accordance with 
NEPA, evaluate reasonable alternatives to a project.  However, 
the FERC as a matter of policy and in accordance with the 
Natural Gas Act and other governing regulations does not direct 
the development of the gas industry’s infrastructure regionally or 
on a project-by-project basis.  As such, the FERC staff’s 
evaluation of reasonable alternatives does not include setting 
project objectives, determining what an applicant’s objective 
“should” be, nor does it include redefining the objectives of a 
Project.  This does not mean that the FERC staff cannot 
recommend a modification to a project or a different routing 
option; however, the FERC staff’s review is based on ensuring 
that any modifications or alternatives it recommends in the EIS 
would meet the applicant’s stated objective(s).  The 
Commissioners at the FERC ultimately have the authority to 
evaluate the merits of a project’s objective and either approve the 
proposal, with or without modification, or decide to not approve 
the Project.  Alternative originating or delivery points that do not 
meet the Project’s objectives would not be viable.  Should the 
Commission decide that a project is not in the public convenience 
and necessity, it would deny the project (in effect, selecting the 
no-action alternative) versus designing or recommending a new 
project with different objectives.

A discussion of alternative M, including the possible routing the 
pipeline within the median of I-88 was provided in section 
3.4.1.2 of the draft EIS.  System and collocated alternatives 
(sections 3.2, 3.3, and 3.4) are discussed in adequate detail within 
the EIS. 
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Purpose and need are discussed in section 1.1 of the EIS.  A 
description of unmet need for natural gas in the region is 
discussed in section 3.1 of the EIS.  The EIS contains an 
evaluation of the probable and cumulative impacts of the 
proposed projects, including the 20 factors listed by the COE in 
its 2012 letter where applicable.  See the response to comment 
CO42-20.  

Given that waterbodies would be crossed with either dry or 
trenchless construction methods, adverse impacts on water 
quality are not anticipated as discussed in section 4.3.3 and we 
conclude that pre-construction testing of surface waters is not 
necessary. 

See the responses to comments FA4-45 and CO41-23. 

CO42-42

See the response to comments LA7-5,CO42-7, and CO42-42.  An 
analysis of the recoverable reserves of natural gas in the 
Marcellus Shale, the holdings of Cabot Oil and Gas and 
Southwestern Energy, and projected regional supply of natural 
gas are beyond the scope of this EIS. 

CO42-43
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See the responses to comments CO26-18 and CO42-34.  We 
disagree that a legal analysis of the use of eminent domain is 
required to be included in the EIS.

CO42-44

System and collocated alternatives (sections 3.2, 3.3, and 3.4) are 
discussed in adequate detail within the EIS.  See also the 
response to comment CO2-1.

CO42-45

See the response to comment CO41-29.CO42-46

See the responses to comments FA1-1 and CO42-23.CO42-47

S-571



COMPANIES AND ORGANIZATIONS
CO42 – Stop the Pipeline (cont’d)

Companies and Organizations Comments

Groundwater and surface water resources (and wetlands) are 
discussed in separate sub-sections for organizational purposes, 
but we recognize the potential for their interconnection and 
assessment of the resources occurs throughout the EIS, including 
how upland erosion control is important to the protection of 
water resources.  The discussion regarding the Clinton Street 
Ballpark Aquifer in section 4.3.2.1 of the EIS, which includes 
surface water and groundwater interaction, has been revised.

CO42-48

The proposed projects’ impacts on ecosystem relationships, the 
network between and among living organisms and the non-living 
components of their environment, are discussed in the EIS.  An 
example includes the relationships of wildlife to their habitats 
(sections 4.5, 4.6, and 4.7 of the EIS). 

CO42-49

Land use is discussed in section 4.8 of the EIS.  Insurance, 
mortgages, and property values are discussed in section 4.9 of the 
EIS, and this section has been updated with additional 
information.  FERC staff engaged in independent research 
regarding insurance and mortgage issues raised during scoping 
(see section 4.9 of the EIS).  As stated in section 4.9.4.1 of the 
EIS, Constitution would repair any roads damaged by the project.  
See the response to comment CO41-23 regarding the potential for 
induced development of heavy industry. .

CO42-50

Section 4.8 of the EIS describes potential impacts on lands 
owned or managed by federal, state, or local agencies, planned 
developments, and compliance with special governmental 
programs such as the Conservation Reserve Enhancement 
Program, Clean and Green Program, and New York designated 
480 and 480a Real Property Tax eligible lands. 
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See the response to comments FA4-44 and FA4-46.CO42-52

Cultural and historical resources are discussed in section 4.10 of 
the EIS.  Some sensitive cultural resources information is not 
disclosed to the public in order protect those resources from 
vandalism.  This information has been analyzed by, and is on 
record with the Commission as privileged and confidential 
information. 

CO42-53

Potential visual impacts, including scenic byways, are discussed 
and described in section 4.8.6 of the EIS.

CO42-54

See the response to comments LA7-5 and CO26-18.CO42-55

See the response CO42-41.  The FERC does not direct the 
development of the gas industry’s infrastructure regionally, on a 
project-by-project basis, or at the local distribution level.  While 
the delivery of natural gas to local users is possible through other 
means, such as an alternative supply pipeline and another local 
distribution company (other than Leatherstocking Gas Company) 
or by truck delivery of compressed natural gas, we are not aware 
of any such plans and conclude that such options are not 
reasonably foreseeable or practical alternatives at this time. 
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See the responses to comments FA1-1. CO42-57
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See the responses to comments FA1-1 and FA4-3.  The Pace 
Environmental Law Litigation Clinic, Inc.’s comment letter was 
filed (corrected version) on April 8, 2014.  Constitution filed 
supplemental information on February 7, March 14 and 26, April 
7, May 6, and June 3 and 19, 2014 that was not included in the 
draft EIS.  We have also developed new information for the final 
EIS independent of the Applicants.  We have reviewed and 
incorporated this new information where appropriate and 
conclude that we have adequate information to proceed with 
issuance of the final EIS. 

CO42-58
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The need for and types of information that is needed evolves over 
the course of a project as prior issues may remain or become 
resolved or obsolete and new issues may emerge.  Other federal 
or state agencies may also request specific information that is 
needed for their permitting reviews, but that may not be 
necessarily needed for the NEPA review.  See the response to 
comment CO42-18.  We are in receipt of current comments from 
the NYSDEC, the COE, and other agencies regarding the draft 
EIS.  These current comments are addressed above.  See the 
response to comment CO42-20 regarding the COE’s involvement 
in the project and in development of the EIS. 
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Watersheds that would be crossed by the proposed pipeline 
project are listed and discussed in section 4.3.3 of the EIS, and 
table 4.3.3-1 lists the areas of the project by milepost that would 
be within each watershed.  Individual waterbodies and wetlands 
that would be crossed are listed by milepost in appendices K and 
L, respectively.  Information regarding watersheds potentially 
affected by other projects relevant to the cumulative impacts 
analysis is provided in section 4.13 of the EIS.  

Field data would be used to confirm information obtained from 
desktop data sources (if the project is certificated), which have 
been used to identify waterbodies and wetlands in certain 
locations on a provisional basis pending acquisition of field 
survey access.  See section 1.2 of the EIS and the response to 
comment FA4-3.  If new waterbodies or wetlands are discovered 
during subsequent field surveys or during construction, 
construction methods would be as described in sections 4.3.3 and 
4.4 of the EIS, and the crossings would be completed in 
consultation with the permitting agencies including the FERC 
and the COE. 
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See the responses to comments CO26-10 and CO26-11.CO42-61

Waterbodies and wetlands would be restored as described in 
sections 4.3 and 4.4 of the EIS, including the use of trench 
breakers that would reduce the possibility of changes in 
subsurface groundwater flow patterns in the hyporheic zone.  See 
the responses to comments CO41-15 and CO42-48.  Also, see the 
response to comment CO41-54 for impacts from operation of the 
project. 

CO42-62

Erosion and sedimentation, as well as erosion control measures, 
are discussed throughout the draft EIS, particularly in sections 2, 
4.2, 4.3, and 4.4.  No waterbodies are currently proposed to be 
crossed under “wet” open-cut trenching methods; see section 
2.3.2.2 of the EIS.  Constitution could request to use wet open-
cut methods only if dry open-cut methods were found to be 
infeasible such as an inability to maintain an effective seal on the 
diversion structures due to stream geomorphology.  The 
justification and proposal for any alternative crossing method 
would require additional review and approval by the COE, the 
PADEP, the NYSDEC, and the Commission before it could be 
implemented.

Precipitation is fairly evenly distributed on an average monthly 
basis (2.3 inches in February to 4.1 inches in July for Albany, 
New York) within the project vicinity (weather.com 2014).  The 
winter months (December through February) are somewhat drier 
than the other months.  This information has been added to the 
EIS.  The potential for flash flooding is discussed in section 
4.1.3.5 of the EIS, where we also noted that Hurricane Irene and 
Tropical Storm Lee occurred in the months of August and 
September, 2011.  Appropriate erosion and sedimentation 
controls would be installed to prevent sediment migration from 
cleared or disturbed areas during storms in accordance with 
Constitution’s Plan and Procedures, which are based on the 
FERC’s standard, and the ECPs.  

Sedimentation caused by the removal of woody debris would be 
contained within the dewatered zones of the dry waterbody
crossings and the stream channel would be restored following 
pipeline installation.  See the response to comment FA4-7 
regarding equipment bridges.  These measures would prevent or 
adequately minimize the mobilization of sediment to downstream 
areas.  

Climate data accessed at website: 
http://www.weather.com/weather/wxclimatology/monthly/graph/
12222 on May 5, 2014.
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Constitution would ensure that base flows are maintained in the 
source streams during the water withdrawals for hydrostatic 
testing process as stated in section 4.3.3.5 of the EIS.  This 
maintenance of flow should prevent adverse effects such as 
changes in stream temperatures and diel temperature cycles.  
Hydrostatic testing typically lasts several hours to days; 
Constitution stated that water would be held for a maximum of 
14 days.  The month that hydrostatic testing would occur may 
change because it would depend on the rate at which construction 
occurs, as well as the dates upon which all permitting agencies 
issue final approvals.  Constitution intends to submit water 
withdrawal permit applications to the Susquehanna River Basin 
Commission, the Delaware River Basin Commission, and the 
NYSDEC; the withdrawals would also be subject to the 
conditions of those permits.  Further, our Procedures require that 
Constitution maintain adequate flow rates to protect aquatic life, 
provide for all waterbody uses, and provide for downstream 
withdrawals of water by existing users.

CO42-65

The soils in cleared riparian areas would be stabilized during 
restoration with permanent grasses, temporary grasses, or 
temporary mulch depending on the season.  The use of netting or 
matting made of jute, wood excelsior, or similar materials may be 
used to anchor mulch where needed.  Following construction, 
Constitution would allow a 25-foot-wide riparian strip along each 
waterbody bank to revegetate with native flora in order to 
stabilize banks, reduce erosion impacts, and provide shading and 
cover for fisheries resources; however, a 10-foot-wide corridor 
may be permanently maintained in an herbaceous state directly 
above the pipeline to facilitate pipeline inspections. 

CO42-64

S-612



COMPANIES AND ORGANIZATIONS
CO42 – Stop the Pipeline (cont’d)

Companies and Organizations Comments

See the response to comment CO41-12.  There are no current 
plans for monitoring of water quality, biological conditions, or 
post-construction recovery at stream crossings although these 
items could be the subject of other permitting requirements.  At a 
minimum, the status of revegetation at riparian areas would be 
assessed after the first two growing seasons, and remedial action 
would be taken if needed.  The right-of-way would be observed 
and mowed about once every three years during regular 
maintenance; any longer term revegetation issues could be 
addressed as necessary.  Constitution would allow riparian areas 
at least 25 feet wide to permanently revegetate across the pipeline 
right-of-way at each waterbody crossing (except for a 10 foot-
wide corridor centered over the pipeline) to facilitate bank 
stabilization, stream shading, and to provide wildlife habitat as 
stated in section 4.6.1.4 of the EIS.  See the response to comment 
FA4-12 regarding the FERC’s compliance monitoring program. 

CO42-67

See the response to comment FA4-24.  Although Constitution 
stated that the hydrostatic discharge locations had not yet been 
determined, it is likely that discharge would occur at or near the 
source or test segment locations identified in tables 4.3.3-5 and 
4.3.3-6 of the EIS.  The use of dewatering structures would 
minimize erosion and sedimentation.  Testing of hydrostatic 
water discharges is typically not required for new pipe.  

Constitution would be required to dispose of drilling fluids in 
accordance with section III.E of its Plan, at either an approved 
disposal facility such as a landfill or possibly at an approved 
upland location where there may be a beneficial re-use such as a 
soil amendment.  If drilling fluids were placed in an upland 
location, then landowner approval, survey, and permit conditions, 
including sediment and erosion control, would apply.

CO42-66
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No fill is proposed for waterbodies.  See the response to 
comment FA4-26 regarding permanent fill in wetlands.

CO42-69

Impact durations are defined in section 4.0 of the EIS.  Impacts 
on streams and aquatic life resulting from dry crossing methods 
are expected to be minor and generally occurring within the 48-
hour crossing period.  Most aquatic species, including 
macroinvertebrates, typically re-colonize disturbed areas within 
weeks to months.  Temporary construction-related impacts 
associated with the use of dry crossing methods would be limited 
primarily to short periods of increased turbidity before 
installation of the pipeline during the assembly of the upstream 
and downstream dams and following installation of the pipeline 
when the dams are removed and flow across the restored work 
area is re-established.

CO42-68

See the response to comment FA4-23 regarding potential impacts 
on waterbodies located within the construction right-of-way, but 
not directly crossed by the pipeline.

CO42-70

See the response to comment FA4-33 regarding fishery 
construction windows.

CO42-71

See the response to comment CO42-65.CO42-72

Constitution would offer to landowners at least one pre-
construction test and at least one post-construction test of private 
wells for the parameters as stated in section 4.3.2.1 of the EIS.  
See the response to comment FA4-3 regarding pending field 
surveys. 

CO42-73
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Section 4.3.3.3 actually stated “None of the proposed 
aboveground facilities, including Iroquois’ project, would be 
within a FEMA flood hazard zone.”  The 1-percent annual 
chance flood (Zones A, AE) is also called the base flood or 100-
year-flood by the FEMA (http://www.fema.gov/floodplain-
management/flood-zones, website accessed on May 7, 2014).  
The 0.2-percent chance flood is the 500-year flood.  Zone X has a 
moderate flood hazard with a risk between the 100-year-flood 
and the 500-year flood.  The EIS has been updated with this new 
information.  The information presented is based on current data 
provided by the Federal Emergency Management Agency. 

CO42-75

At waterbodies that would be crossed by the pipeline as well as 
those affected by access roads or bridges, any disturbance to 
stream banks or channels would be restored, typically with heavy 
construction equipment, to either match pre-construction 
contours or to a stable angle of repose if the EI determines that is 
necessary for bank stability.  This process is in accordance with 
section V.C.3 of Constitution’s Procedures, which are based on 
the FERC standard. 

CO42-74

Potential impacts on fish and wildlife (section 4.6), special status 
species (section 4.7), and cumulative impacts (section 4.13) are 
discussed in the EIS.  Other species such as lichens and 
invertebrates may also be affected by the proposed projects, but 
population level impacts are not anticipated. Some of these 
species may be able to re-colonize the restored right-of-way.

CO42-76
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Potential impacts on bats are discussed in sections 4.7.2 and 4.7.3 
of the EIS.  Given the localized nature of the proposed waterbody
crossings, it is unlikely that impacts on macroinvertebrate
impacts would affect bat foraging behaviors.  The river otter was 
not identified as of concern for the project, and the NYSDEC did 
not request that this species be added to our discussion in section 
4.7.  Given the measures that would be used to prevent and 
minimize impacts on aquatic habitats as described in sections 2, 
4.6, and 4.7 of the EIS, we conclude that potential impacts on the 
river otter would be mostly temporary and adequately minimized.  
See the response to comment FA4-31. 

CO42-77

Potential impacts on birds (including bald eagles) and their 
habitats are discussed in section 4.5, 4.6.1, and 4.7 and these 
sections have been updated for the final EIS in relation to 
Constitution’s Preliminary Migratory Bird and Upland Forest 
Plan which was filed on May 6, 2014 
(http://elibrary.ferc.gov:0/idmws/file_list.asp?document_id=1421
3683). 
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General impacts on general wildlife are discussed in section 
4.6.1.  See the response to comment FA4-32. 
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General impacts on general wildlife are discussed in section 
4.6.1.  See the response to comment FA4-32. 

CO42-80

General impacts on general wildlife, including salamanders, and 
fisheries are discussed in section 4.6.  See the responses to 
comments FA4-32 and FA4-35.  Discussion of the hellbender has 
been added to section 4.7 of the EIS. 
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General impacts on fisheries (including trout) are discussed in 
section 4.6.2 of the EIS.  Impacts on stream habitats would be 
avoided or minimized through the use of trenchless or dry 
crossing methods.  As described in section 4.6.2.3 of the EIS, 
Constitution would attempt to capture and relocate fish that may 
be in the sections to be dewatered for dry crossings.  Discussion 
of the American eel has been added to section 4.7 of the EIS. 
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Potential impacts on freshwater mussels are discussed in sections 
4.6 and 4.7 of the EIS.

CO42-83

Section 4.6 of the EIS has been updated regarding potential 
impacts on aquatic macroinvertebrates.
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As discussed in section 4.7.3 of the EIS, Constitution developed a 
list of special-status species, including plants, based on 
consultation with federal and state agencies.  We have included a 
recommendation in section 4.7 of the EIS that Constitution 
complete field studies for all applicable state-listed species, 
including rare plants, and develop mitigation measures in 
consultation with the state agencies prior to the start of 
construction. 
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Constitution indicated that its consultations were ongoing with 
the New York Natural Heritage Program as reported in table 1.5-
1 of the EIS.  These additional contacts would be required as 
Constitution assesses and adopts route variations and new 
contractor yards.  We have included a recommendation in section 
4.7 of the EIS that Constitution complete field studies for all 
applicable state-listed species and develop mitigation measures in 
consultation with the state agencies prior to the start of 
construction.  See the response to comment CO42-85 regarding 
the list of special-status species and our recommendation for 
additional consultations. 

CO42-86

See the response to comment FA4-3.CO42-87
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See the response to comment CO42-63.CO42-88

Constitution performed biological surveys in coordination with 
the relevant agencies and using qualified staff.  See the response 
to comment FA4-3. 
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Constitution stated that it did not anticipate the need for blasting 
in waterbodies.  However, the EIS contained our 
recommendation that prior to any in-stream blasting, that 
Constitution develop with the state agencies and file a site-
specific blasting plan for the FERC’s review. 

CO42-90

The comments indicating that some rare species may benefit 
from utility corridors are noted.

CO42-91

Invasive species and the didymo are discussed in section 4.5.4 of 
the EIS.  See also the response to comment FA4-9. 
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In general, Constitution would only use herbicides for the 
treatment of invasive species, while mowing would be used to 
maintain the right-of-way.  Constitution’s Plan, which is based on 
the FERC standard, would allow routine vegetation maintenance 
mowing over the full width of the permanent right-of-way in 
uplands no more frequently than every 3 years (see section 
VII.A.5 of the Plan, New York ECP (Volume II Appendix J) can 
also be found at 
http://elibrary.ferc.gov/idmws/file_list.asp?document_id=141609
01).  However, to facilitate periodic corrosion/leak surveys, a 
corridor not exceeding 10 feet in width centered on the pipeline 
may be mowed at a frequency necessary to maintain the 10-foot 
corridor in an herbaceous state.  See the response to comment 
FA6-10 regarding long-term monitoring of the pipeline right-of-
way for invasive species.  We have updated section 4.6.1 of the 
EIS regarding vegetation maintenance which would not occur 
during the migratory bird nesting season (between April 15 and 
August 1) of any year unless specifically approved in writing by 
the responsible land management agency or the FWS.  The 
control of unauthorized vehicle access to the right-of-way is 
discussed in section 4.8.3 of the EIS.

CO42-93

See the responses to comments CO1-5 and CO42-63 regarding 
flooding.  Climate change is discussed in section 4.13.6.10 of the 
EIS. 
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See the responses to comments FA4-45 and LA1-4.CO42-95

The commentor’s comments are noted.CO42-96
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The commentor’s statements regarding the draft EIS are noted.

COMPANIES AND ORGANIZATIONS
CO43 – Hudson Highlands Environmental Consulting 

Companies and Organizations Comments

CO43-1

See the response to comment FA1-1 regarding pending 
information.

CO43-2
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The FERC invited both the PADEP and the NYSDEC to 
participate in the development of the EIS as cooperating agencies 
in August 2012 
(http://elibrary.ferc.gov:0/idmws/file_list.asp?document_id=1404
8039 and 
http://elibrary.ferc.gov:0/idmws/file_list.asp?document_id=1404
8033).  Neither agency opted to participated formally as a 
cooperating agency; however, both participated in bi-weekly 
conference calls between the FERC, regulatory agencies, and the 
Applicants during the pre-filing period. 

COMPANIES AND ORGANIZATIONS
CO43 – Hudson Highlands Environmental Consulting (cont’d) 

Companies and Organizations Comments

CO43-3

See the response to comment LA7-5.  Further, the purpose and 
need approach for agencies will vary for a number of reasons; for 
example, a resource or land managing agency may propose its 
own projects, or oversee projects sponsored by federal funing.  
This is very different from a regulatory agency responding to 
proposals for private sector project sponsors.  As discussed in our 
response to comment LA7-5, a FERC EIS presents the 
applicant’s stated purpose for a project but does not attempt to 
justify or defend it.  Only the FERC Commission can ultimately 
decide whether a project is needed (e.g., in the public 
convenience and necessity).

CO43-4
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COMPANIES AND ORGANIZATIONS
CO43 – Hudson Highlands Environmental Consulting (cont’d) 

Companies and Organizations Comments

See the response to comments LA7-5, CO42-7, and CO42-41 
regarding the need of the proposed projects.  See the response to 
comment CO26-11 regarding induced development.  See the 
response to comment FA4-46 regarding the Leatherstocking
project.

CO43-5
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COMPANIES AND ORGANIZATIONS
CO43 – Hudson Highlands Environmental Consulting (cont’d) 

Companies and Organizations Comments

See the response to comment CO2-1.  As discussed in sections 
3.2 and 3.3 of the EIS, we evaluated multiple options for system 
and major collocated alternatives that would largely eliminate the 
need for greenfield construction. 

CO43-6

See the response to comment CO41-38.  As stated in section 
4.2.4 of the EIS, Constitution would employ topsoil segregation 
techniques and prevent the mixing of topsoil with subsoil and/or 
rock in agricultural areas.  Soil identified as being compacted 
would be mitigated in two phases.  In the first phase the 
contractor would deep rip and rock pick the subsoil with a deep 
tillage device.  Stones that are larger than 4 inches would be 
removed from the subsoil area being ripped.  The second phase 
following topsoil replacement would employ a paratill to loosen 
the soil to a depth of 20 to 22 inches.  Additionally, Constitution 
would conduct compaction tests and till compacted subsurface 
soils in agricultural and residential areas through the use of 
paratills or similar equipment as identified in the ECPs.  In 
addition, Constitution would employ agricultural inspectors to 
monitor each part of construction within agricultural areas.  
Constitution would monitor restoration of vegetation/crops for 2 
years following the initial in-service date (if approved). 

CO43-7

See the response to comment CO2-1.  We support the collocation 
of pipelines with existing utilities where practical and recognize 
the value of collocation in regard to environmental resources.  
However, it is not always practical or feasible to collocate with 
an existing utility.  In addition, our general support of collocation 
does not necessarily mean that another utility would be 
collocated with the proposed projects.  

No other applicant has entered the FERC’s pre-filing process for 
a different project that would be collocated with the Constitution 
pipeline.  However, we are aware that TGP is in the early stages 
of evaluating a separate project that if proposed may be 
collocated with the Constitution pipeline.  We have added a 
discussion of this project in sections 3 and 4.13 of the EIS. 

CO43-8
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COMPANIES AND ORGANIZATIONS
CO43 – Hudson Highlands Environmental Consulting (cont’d) 

Companies and Organizations Comments

The FERC issued an environmental information request to 
Constitution on May 14, 2014 regarding the possibility of an 
HDD at the subject property.  See section 3.4.3 of the EIS for 
additional assessment and updated information for this parcel.  
We note that the Kernan Trust has denied survey access on the 
property, which includes geotechnical investigations for an HDD.

CO43-9

See the response to comments LA7-5 and CO42-41.CO43-10
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COMPANIES AND ORGANIZATIONS
CO43 – Hudson Highlands Environmental Consulting (cont’d) 

Companies and Organizations Comments

See the response to comment CO4-2.CO43-11

The commentor’s statements regarding the need for field survey 
of alternative routes is noted.  Typically, field surveys are not 
conducted for alternative routes unless they are identified as 
exhibiting a strong potential to be preferable to the proposed 
route based on desktop information.
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COMPANIES AND ORGANIZATIONS
CO43 – Hudson Highlands Environmental Consulting (cont’d) 

Companies and Organizations Comments

See the response to comment CO42-41. CO43-13

The NYSDOT regulations indicate that pipelines may cross a 
highway at a depth of 60 inches below the pavement.  We 
conclude that due to traffic disruption and construction safety 
issues, it is not feasible to install the pipeline below the roadway 
along the length of or along extended segments of I-88.  See also 
the response to comment CO37-15. 

CO43-15

Section 3.0 of the EIS evaluated alternatives that would still meet 
the projects’ objectives.  One of the objectives is to deliver gas 
from Susquehanna County, Pennsylvania to the Wright 
Compressor Station.  Therefore, all alternatives would be 
required to end at the Wright Compressor Station.

CO43-14

The citation for the statement in section 3.4.1.2 of the EIS has 
been corrected.  As stated in the NYSDOT’s Accommodation of 
Non-Communication Utilities on New York State Freeway or 
Control of Access Right-of-Way, “all exception requests must 
show that alternate locations are not feasible or cannot be 
implemented from a standpoint of providing efficient utility 
services in a manner conducive to safety, durability and economy 
of maintenance and operations.”  Therefore our assessment of 
alternative M is still applicable.

CO43-16
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COMPANIES AND ORGANIZATIONS
CO43 – Hudson Highlands Environmental Consulting (cont’d) 

Companies and Organizations Comments

The commentor’s statements regarding alternative M are noted.CO43-17

The statements made in section 3.4.1.2 of the EIS regarding 
safety apply to both construction crews and the general public 
using the roadway during construction.  This was provided as one 
of the reasons, not the sole reason, that alternative M was 
rejected.

CO43-18
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COMPANIES AND ORGANIZATIONS
CO43 – Hudson Highlands Environmental Consulting (cont’d) 

Companies and Organizations Comments

See the response to comment CO5-6.CO43-19

The FERC does not necessarily require an applicant to field 
survey alternative routes.  Therefore, desktop data are typically 
used so as to compare similar data.  It is expected that any 
inherent discrepancies in the desktop data as compared to field 
data would apply to both the proposed route and the alternative 
route equally.  In addition, as noted in appendix L (wetlands 
crossed by the proposed projects), tables L-1 and L-2 are a 
mixture of field delineated wetlands (which may have not yet 
been verified by the COE) and desktop data (for areas for which 
Constitution did not have survey permission).  If the project is 
certificated, then Constitution must survey all previously un-
surveyed parcels (access might have to be obtained in some 
cases), and those new field data would be used during permitting 
to supplant and refine the data originally obtained from desktop 
sources. 

CO43-20
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COMPANIES AND ORGANIZATIONS
CO43 – Hudson Highlands Environmental Consulting (cont’d) 

Companies and Organizations Comments

See the response to comment CO5-6 regarding qualitative versus 
quantitative data.  As stated in section 3.0 of the EIS, the 
alternatives data comparison was obtained from desktop sources.  
Where environmental data was presented within the alternatives 
analysis, it was data collected from desktop (e.g., maps, 
literature, aerial photography, and agency databases) sources.  
Each alternative was considered to the point where it was clear 
that the alternative was either not reasonable, would result in 
substantially greater environmental impacts that could not be 
readily mitigated, offered no significant potential environmental 
advantages over the proposed projects, or could not meet the 
projects’ objectives.  Alternatives that appeared to result in less 
than or similar levels of environmental impact were reviewed in 
greater detail.  Section 3.0 of the EIS discussed and analyzed 
each of the alternatives evaluated in sufficient detail to explain 
why they were eliminated from further consideration or are 
recommended for adoption into the respective project.  Section 
3.0 of the EIS presented a table of factors for each alternative 
route.  

Subjective assessments are used in evaluating numerous, 
disparate parameters that are difficult or impossible to unify into 
a simple decision-making formula for an alternatives analysis.  
These parameters do not always have equal weight in the 
assessment with factors such as overall disturbance (segment 
length, amount of acreage to be disturbed), longer-term impacts 
(forest impacts), impacts on state or federally regulated resources 
(streams, wetlands-particularly PFO wetlands), or affecting 
safety or constructability (side slope construction) may have 
more weight than factors with short-term impacts (agricultural 
row crops or hayfields), non-regulated resources (trails crossed), 
or other factors (number of roads and railroads crossed).  Side 
slopes are typically more problematic for construction feasibility 
than steep slopes.  We have updated section 3.4 to better explain 
the general process of our assessment and parameter weighting 
considerations.

CO43-21
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COMPANIES AND ORGANIZATIONS
CO43 – Hudson Highlands Environmental Consulting (cont’d) 

Companies and Organizations Comments

As acknowledged in the draft EIS on page 3-40 for the analysis 
of alternative M segment 5/6, there are benefits and liabilities 
associated with both options.  The proposed route would be 
considerably shorter, thereby disturbing less land overall, and 
would affect less PFO wetlands, waterbodies (including those 
with drinking water designations), nearby residences, and side 
slopes.  Alternative M segment 5/6 would be much more 
collocated with adjacent rights-of-way and would affect less 
forest interior, Audubon forest blocks of importance, property 
owners, and shallow bedrock.  Overall forest impacts would be 
relatively similar.  Given the relative benefits and liabilities 
associated with the two options on a comparative basis, we 
concluded that alternative M segment 5/6 was not preferable to 
the proposed route segment. 

CO43-21 
(cont’d)

See the response to comment FA1-1.  Any information required 
prior to the end of the draft EIS comment period was 
incorporated into this EIS.  Any information provided prior to 
construction will be filed on our e-Library system and will be 
available to the public.  Therefore, all information will be made 
available for public review.  Constitution’s response to our 
request was filed on our e-Library system on April 7, 2014 
(http://elibrary.ferc.gov:0/idmws/file_list.asp?document_id=1420
2518).
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CO43 – Hudson Highlands Environmental Consulting (cont’d) 

Companies and Organizations Comments
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COMPANIES AND ORGANIZATIONS
CO43 – Hudson Highlands Environmental Consulting (cont’d) 

Companies and Organizations Comments

See the response to comment CO4-2.CO43-23

As stated in section 3.4.3.1, appendix H-1 details the parcel 
number, location, assessment, status of the alternative relative to 
the proposed route, and landowner resolution status for each 
minor route variation identified to Constitution.  As stated in 
section 3.4.3.2, appendix H-2 details the parcel number, location, 
assessment, status of the alternative relative to the proposed 
route, and landowner resolution status for each minor route 
variation as a result of comments we received from potentially 
affected landowners.  See the response to comment CO4-2.

CO43-24

See the response to comment CO12-3.CO43-25
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COMPANIES AND ORGANIZATIONS
CO43 – Hudson Highlands Environmental Consulting (cont’d) 

Companies and Organizations Comments

See the response to comment FA1-1.  We have included a 
recommendation in section 5.2 of the EIS that prior to receiving 
written authorization from the Director of OEP to commence 
construction of their respective project facilities, the Applicants 
should file documentation that they have received all applicable 
authorizations required under federal law (or evidence of waiver 
thereof).  Section 4.3.3.5 of the EIS has been updated regarding 
protective measures for waterbodies that would not be directly 
crossed by the pipeline but would be within the construction 
right-of-way.  Additionally, we concluded that implementation of 
Constitution’s Procedures would minimize impacts on 
waterbodies.

CO43-26

S-711



COMPANIES AND ORGANIZATIONS
CO43 – Hudson Highlands Environmental Consulting (cont’d) 

Companies and Organizations Comments

See the response to comments FA1-1 and FA4-3.CO43-27
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CO43 – Hudson Highlands Environmental Consulting (cont’d) 

Companies and Organizations Comments
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COMPANIES AND ORGANIZATIONS
CO43 – Hudson Highlands Environmental Consulting (cont’d) 

Companies and Organizations Comments

Field data have not yet been obtained in areas where field survey 
access was denied by landowners.  Data were obtained from 
“desktop” sources such as agency databases, aerial photography, 
maps, literature, and other available sources in these cases.

CO43-28

See the response to comments CO5-10 and CO43-23.CO43-29

If the project is certificated, then Constitution must survey all 
previously un-surveyed parcels where access had been denied, 
and this new field data would be used during permitting to 
supplant and refine the data originally obtained from desktop 
sources.  Wetland impacts would be verified by the COE and the 
NYSDEC; these agencies would identify any appropriate 
mitigation.

CO43-30
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COMPANIES AND ORGANIZATIONS
CO43 – Hudson Highlands Environmental Consulting (cont’d) 

Companies and Organizations Comments

See the response to comments CO5-10 and CO43-23.CO43-31

As stated in section 4.4.3 of the EIS, Constitution would 
segregate topsoil, restore contours, and use low ground weight 
equipment or timber mats.  Section 4.4.3 of the EIS has been 
revised to state that wetlands would be temporarily seeded with 
annual ryegrass during spring, summer, or early fall while 
Aroostook (if available) winter rye would be used in winter.  
Permanent seed mixes can be found in Constitution’s ECPs.  
Wetland restoration would not be considered successful until:  
the affected wetland satisfies the current federal definition for a 
wetland; vegetation is at least 80 percent of either the cover 
documented for the wetland prior to construction or in adjacent 
wetland areas that were not disturbed by construction; if natural 
revegetation is used, the plant species composition is consistent 
with early successional wetland plant communities in the affected 
ecoregion; and invasive species an noxious weeds are absent, 
unless they are abundant in adjacent areas undisturbed by 
construction.  Within 3 years after construction, Constitution 
would file a report identifying the status of each wetland.  For 
any wetlands where revegetation is not successful at the end of 3 
years, it would develop and implement (in consultation with a 
professional wetland ecologist) a remedial revegetation plan to 
actively revegetate the wetlands and continue these efforts until 
revegetation is successful.  In our experience wetlands can be 
restored using methods outlined in our Procedures.

CO43-32

S-715



COMPANIES AND ORGANIZATIONS
CO43 – Hudson Highlands Environmental Consulting (cont’d) 

Companies and Organizations Comments

See the response to comment FA6-10.  Invasive species are 
discussed in section 4.5.4 of the EIS and we have updated this 
section with new information and recommendations regarding 
monitoring and preventing the spread of invasive species.

CO43-33

See the response to comment CO43-36.  As stated in section 2.3 
of the EIS, the Pennsylvania ECP (Volume II Appendix I) and 
the New York ECP (Volume II Appendix J) can also be found at 
http://elibrary.ferc.gov/idmws/file_list.asp?document_id=141609
01.

CO43-34

See the responses to Dr. Blossey’s letter in comments CO24-1 
through CO24-4.  The commentor’s statement regarding 
Roundup Rodeo is noted.  As stated Constitution’s ECPs, 
herbicide use would be conducted in accordance with agency 
regulations and manufacturer’s recommendations. 

CO43-35
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COMPANIES AND ORGANIZATIONS
CO43 – Hudson Highlands Environmental Consulting (cont’d) 

Companies and Organizations Comments

The commentor’s statements regarding wetland mitigation are 
noted.  As stated in section 4.4.5 of the EIS, appropriate wetland 
mitigation for the pipeline would be determined by the COE, the 
NYSDEC, and the PADEP.

CO43-36

Section 4.4.5 of the EIS contains the most recent information 
available regarding wetland mitigation.

CO43-37

As stated in section 4.4.6 of the EIS, Constitution would adhere 
to its ECPs and Procedures.  As stated in section 2.3 of the EIS, 
Constitution’s Pennsylvania ECP (Volume II Appendix I) and the 
New York ECP (Volume II Appendix J) can be found at 
http://elibrary.ferc.gov/idmws/file_list.asp?document_id=141609
01.  A copy of our Procedures containing Constitution’s proposed 
modifications can be found in Appendix K at 
http://elibrary.ferc.gov/idmws/file_list.asp?document_id=141609
01.  If the project is certificated, then Constitution would be 
required to survey all previously un-surveyed parcels (access 
might have to be obtained in some cases), and these new field 
data would be used during permitting to supplant and refine the 
data originally obtained from desktop sources.  Wetland impacts 
would be verified by the COE, the PADEP, and the NYSDEC, 
and these agencies would identify any appropriate mitigation.  
The level of mitigation required by the COE, the NYSDEC, and 
the PADEP for unavoidable impacts would be based on actual 
wetland delineations including field assessment for any parcels 
not currently surveyed.  Our Procedures require that wetlands be 
demonstrated to be functional and re-vegetated in order for 
restoration to be considered complete. 

CO43-38
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COMPANIES AND ORGANIZATIONS
CO43 – Hudson Highlands Environmental Consulting (cont’d) 

Companies and Organizations Comments

The commentor’s statement regarding forest interior is noted.  
We agree that the reduction in right-of-way width would not 
eliminate the fact that the pipeline would still fragment the 
forested segments.  See the response to comment CO9-1.

CO43-39

Crews would utilize different construction methods to cross a 
wetland than in upland forests.  Reductions in right-of-way 
widths are generally only feasible for short distances, and nearly 
always require extra workspace to store the spoils excavated from 
the trench.  Most upland forest crossings are considerably longer 
than wetland crossings, requiring an even larger number of extra 
workspaces, which still may have to be sited in upland forest, 
negating any perceived benefit.  Within wetland areas the width 
of the right-of-way can be reduced by the use of the push-pull 
method to float the pipeline into place.  This method cannot be 
used in upland areas.  Specialized crews are often used in 
wetland areas to minimize the amount of time needed to 
construct.  While similar reductions could be done in forested 
tracts, these reductions in right-of-way width are often very time 
consuming and increase the likelihood of erosional impacts.  Side 
and vertical slopes can also create the need for additional right-
of-way width to safely construct the pipeline.  The reduction in 
width would be in the temporary right-of-way; thereby reducing 
long-term impacts on trees, but the forest would still be 
fragmented by the permanent right-of-way. 

CO43-40

The commentor’s statement regarding collocation is noted.  We 
support the collocation of pipelines with existing utilities where 
practical and recognize the value of collocation in regard to 
environmental resources.  However, it is not always practical or 
feasible to collocate with an existing utility.  See the response to 
comment CO43-8.

CO43-41
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COMPANIES AND ORGANIZATIONS
CO43 – Hudson Highlands Environmental Consulting (cont’d) 

Companies and Organizations Comments

See the responses to Dr. Blossey’s letter in comments CO24-1 
through CO24-4. 

CO43-42

See the response to comment FA4-29.CO43-43

See the response to FA6-11 regarding access roads for the 
proposed meter stations.  See section 2.1 of the EIS for updated 
information on the cathodic protection beds. 

CO43-44
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COMPANIES AND ORGANIZATIONS
CO43 – Hudson Highlands Environmental Consulting (cont’d) 

Companies and Organizations Comments

As stated in appendix D of the EIS, the proposed extra 
workspaces would account for 107.4 acres rather than miles as 
stated by the commentor.  As stated in appendix D, many of these 
areas would be needed due to road crossings, side slopes, steep 
slopes, utility crossings, waterbody crossings, and wetland 
crossings.  As stated in the Executive Summary of the EIS, extra 
workspaces would account for 5.8 percent of the total acreage of 
the pipeline’s impacts.

CO43-45

The workspace at MP 90.8 is labeled “wetland crossing” due to 
the crossing of wetland DE-1P-W128 as delineated just outside 
of the Kernan property boundary.  Any wetlands within the 
Kernan property have not been delineated by Constitution due to 
lack of survey permission.  If the project is certificated, then 
Constitution must survey all previously un-surveyed parcels, 
including the Kernan parcel, (access might have to be obtained in 
some cases), and these new field data would be used during 
permitting to supplant and refine the data originally obtained 
from desktop sources.  This process may result in adjustments to 
the size, location, or shape of proposed workspaces.  Therefore, if 
the construction right-of-way is currently identified as either 100 
or 110 feet wide indicating its presence within uplands (as 
determined by desktop data due to lack of survey access), this 
width may later be adjusted based on field data to be consistent 
with wetland requirements (i.e., 75 feet wide). 

CO43-46
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COMPANIES AND ORGANIZATIONS
CO43 – Hudson Highlands Environmental Consulting (cont’d) 

Companies and Organizations Comments

Section 2.3.2.6 of the EIS has been revised.CO43-47

See the response to comments FA4-45 and CO26-11 regarding 
induced development.

CO43-48

As stated in section 1.3 of the EIS, the FERC granted 
Constitution’s request to enter pre-filing on April 16, 2012.  The 
purpose of the pre-filing process is to encourage the early 
involvement of interested stakeholders, facilitate interagency 
cooperation, and identify and resolve issues if possible before an 
application is filed.  Constitution filed its application on June 13, 
2013.  During this almost 14-month-long period, the FERC staff 
reviewed and evaluated Constitution’s planned project prior to 
the formal application being filed.  Our continuing review as part 
of the NEPA process resulted in or facilitated further alignment 
changes, modification of aboveground facilities, additional 
mitigation, and avoidance of certain resources. 

CO43-49
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COMPANIES AND ORGANIZATIONS
CO43 – Hudson Highlands Environmental Consulting (cont’d) 

Companies and Organizations Comments
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COMPANIES AND ORGANIZATIONS
CO44 – New York State Council of Trout Unlimited 

Companies and Organizations Comments

The commentor’s statements requesting intervenor status are 
noted.  The Commission will make a determination on whether to 
grant a party’s intervention status.  The commentor has been 
added to the distribution list as an intervenor.

CO44-1
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COMPANIES AND ORGANIZATIONS
CO44 – New York State Council of Trout Unlimited (cont’d)

Companies and Organizations Comments
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COMPANIES AND ORGANIZATIONS
CO44 – New York State Council of Trout Unlimited (cont’d)

Companies and Organizations Comments
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COMPANIES AND ORGANIZATIONS
CO45 – Bluestone Pipeline Company

Companies and Organizations Comments

The commentor’s general support of the proposed projects is 
noted.  As stated in section 2.3.1 of the EIS, Constitution’s 
project would cross underground utilities in numerous locations.  
Prior to construction, Constitution’s contractors would contact 
the “Call Before You Dig” or “One Call” system, or state or local 
utility operators, to verify and mark all underground utilities 
(e.g., cables, conduits, and pipelines) along the pipeline route to 
minimize the potential for accidental damage during 
construction.  As stated in section 4.12.1 of the EIS, Constitution 
indicated it would reimburse the landowner for any loss or 
damage to their property as a result of an incident with the 
operation of the proposed pipeline.  According to Constitution, 
compensation would include but is not limited to, replacement, 
repair, rental, or straight compensation for the damage.

CO45-1
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COMPANIES AND ORGANIZATIONS
CO45 – Bluestone Pipeline Company (cont’d)

Companies and Organizations Comments

As stated in section 4.1.5 of the EIS, adjacent pipelines would be 
manned at valves in case of an emergency during blasting 
operations.  As stated in Constitution’s Blasting Plan 
(Attachment 10 of their New York ECP 
http://elibrary.ferc.gov:0/idmws/file_list.asp?document_id=1416
0901), “All necessary "one calls" will be placed a minimum of 72 
hours prior to blasting activities or as required by one-call 
system(s).  All property owners would be notified of impending 
construction before any right-of-way work related to blasting is 
performed.  Constitution’s contractor would be required to 
submit a detailed site-specific Blasting Specification Plan for 
each section of the project where blasting operations are 
necessary.  The site-specific plan must include details regarding 
distance and orientation to nearest underground structure, 
including pipelines.

CO45-2

The commentor’s request is noted.  However, the details 
regarding cooperation by Constitution and Bluestone Companies 
regarding future collocation or other similar technical matters 
would be determined by negotiations between the two firms, not 
by the FERC.  Bluestone Companies pipelines in the area are not 
subject to the jurisdiction of the FERC; therefore, we have no 
authority over siting of its pipelines.

CO45-3

As stated in table 2.2.1-1 of the EIS, the proposed pipeline would 
be adjacent, but not within Bluestone’s existing 50 foot easement.  
Alignment sheets can be found at 
http://elibrary.ferc.gov:0/idmws/file_list.asp?document_id=1416
0901.  If approved, final alignment sheets will be filed prior to 
construction in Constitution’s Implementation Plan.

CO45-4

The commentor’s statement regarding Constitution personnel is 
noted.  During construction, an interested party may directly 
inquire the company affiliation of the crew from construction 
personnel.  The commentor’s request for its proposed conditions 
to be included is noted. 

CO45-5
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COMPANIES AND ORGANIZATIONS
CO45 – Bluestone Pipeline Company (cont’d)

Companies and Organizations Comments
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COMPANIES AND ORGANIZATIONS
CO46 – Schenevus Central School

Companies and Organizations Comments

Impacts on traffic are discussed in section 4.9.4 of the EIS.  The 
pipeline would be located approximately 5 miles south of the 
Schenevus Central School.  Interstate 88, which likely will be a 
major conduit for construction-related traffic is also south of the 
school.  Additionally, proposed contractor yards in Oneonta and 
Davenport, New York are also well southwest and south of the 
school.  Given the proximity of the contractor yards, I-88, and the 
construction right-of-way to each other, well away from the 
school, we conclude that extensive truck traffic would not be 
expected near the school. 

CO46-1
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COMPANIES AND ORGANIZATIONS
CO47 – Concerned Citizens of Trout Creek

Companies and Organizations Comments

The FERC takes the safety record of any particular pipeline 
company very seriously.  To minimize the risk that future 
incidents may occur, the DOT is responsible for inspecting and 
taking enforcement actions on issues found with interstate 
pipelines.  Since 2008, the DOT has significantly increased its 
inspection and enforcement personnel by 30 percent, enhancing 
its ability to ensure that operators are held accountable for 
complying with pipeline safety laws.  The Pipeline Safety, 
Regulatory Certainty and Job Creation Act of 2011 (H.R. 2845), 
was passed by Congress and signed into law on January 3, 2012 
by President Barack Obama.  The Act does, among other things, 
give authorization for the DOT to hire additional pipeline 
inspectors.  The agency is also taking other actions within its 
authority to improve pipeline safety, including recently 
requesting $255.3 million for pipeline safety in the 
Administration's 2014 budget proposal to Congress to fund 
additional inspectors, increased coordination with state pipeline 
safety programs, and increasing pipeline inspections.  See section 
4.12 of the EIS regarding pipeline safety.

By signed agreement with the Office of Pipeline Safety (within 
the USDOT-PHMSA), the state inspects interstate gas and 
hazardous liquid pipeline operators in New York.  Also, through 
certification by the OPS, the state inspects and enforces the 
pipeline safety regulations for intrastate gas and hazardous liquid 
pipeline operators in New York.  This work is performed by the 
New York Public Service Commission.  
http://primis.phmsa.dot.gov/comm/FactSheets/States/NY_State_
PL_Safety_Regulatory_Fact_Sheet.htm.

CO47-1
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COMPANIES AND ORGANIZATIONS
CO47 – Concerned Citizens of Trout Creek (cont’d)

Companies and Organizations Comments
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COMPANIES AND ORGANIZATIONS
CO48 – Concerned Citizens of Trout Creek 

Companies and Organizations Comments

Impacts due to truck traffic are discussed in section 4.9.4 of the 
EIS.  See the response to comment CO16-29.

CO48-1
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COMPANIES AND ORGANIZATIONS
CO49 – Unatego Area Landowners Association

Companies and Organizations Comments

The commentor’s statement in support of the proposed projects is 
noted.  The commentor’s statement regarding a rental agreement 
rather than an easement is noted.  Compensation for landowners 
that would be affected by the proposed pipeline project is 
discussed in section 4.8.2 of the EIS. 

CO49-1
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COMPANIES AND ORGANIZATIONS
CO49 – Unatego Area Landowners Association (cont’d)

Companies and Organizations Comments
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COMPANIES AND ORGANIZATIONS
CO49 – Unatego Area Landowners Association (cont’d)

Companies and Organizations Comments
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COMPANIES AND ORGANIZATIONS
CO50 – Kernan Land Trust

Companies and Organizations Comments

Section 3.4.3 of the EIS has been revised with new information 
regarding the Kernan Land Trust property and our assessment of 
potential impact avoidance, minimization, and mitigation 
measures.

CO50-1

S-736



COMPANIES AND ORGANIZATIONS
CO50 – Kernan Land Trust (cont’d)

Companies and Organizations Comments

The Executive Summary is high-level summary of the EIS; it is 
not intended to replace details, statements, and conclusions made 
throughout the EIS.  A full analysis of the proposed route as 
compared to Alternative M, including sub-alternatives for 
alternative M segments, is included in section 3.4.1.2 of the EIS. 

CO50-2
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COMPANIES AND ORGANIZATIONS
CO50 – Kernan Land Trust (cont’d)

Companies and Organizations Comments

See the response to comment CO26-7.CO50-3

The complete sentence in the Executive Summary states that 
“Constitution and Iroquois would seek approval to begin 
construction of their projects as soon as possible upon receiving 
all necessary federal authorizations.”  Further, section 1.5 states 
that Constitution and Iroquois would be responsible for obtaining 
all federal permits and approvals required to implement the 
proposed projects prior to construction regardless of whether they 
appear in table 1.5-1 of the EIS.  The FERC does not issue 
authorization for construction until it has verified a project 
sponsor has obtained all applicable permits. 

CO50-4

The projects were not proposed by the FERC.  The FERC is the 
federal regulatory agency responsible for evaluating applications 
to construct and operate interstate natural gas pipeline facilities.  
The FERC is an advocate for the environmental review process 
and is not an advocate for the proposed projects.  As an 
independent regulatory agency, it would be inappropriate for 
FERC to attempt to create support for a project.  The FERC 
follows its guidelines to encourage public participation (e.g, 
meetings, notices, informational handouts, and brochures); see 
section 1.0 of the EIS.  However, the extent to which any given 
landowner or public citizen supports the project or becomes 
involved with the environmental review process is a personal 
choice. 

CO50-5

See the response to comment FA1-1.CO50-6

Permit conditions that may be imposed by the COE, the PADEP, 
and the NYSDEC are not evaluated by the FERC.  These 
conditions are the responsibility of those agencies.  Their content 
and any notice to the public would be the responsibility of those 
agencies and is outside of the scope of the EIS..

CO50-7
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COMPANIES AND ORGANIZATIONS
CO50 – Kernan Land Trust (cont’d)

Companies and Organizations Comments

The Executive Summary has been revised to clarify the 
discussion was about agency or otherwise “designated” high 
quality wildlife habitats.  We recognize that other areas along the 
proposed route could also contain high quality wildlife habitat.

CO50-8

See the response to comments FA4-29 and FA4-30.CO50-9

The Executive Summary has been revised to clarify that the term 
“raptor” was used to describe bald eagles.

CO50-10

Typically for large projects, not all surveys are able to be 
completed prior to construction.  For example, it is not possible 
for surveys to be completed on parcels where survey access has 
been denied by individual landowners unless the Commission 
certificates the project. 

CO50-11

The Executive Summary has been revised to include an invasive 
species discussion.  See the response to comment FA6-10 
regarding long-term monitoring of the pipeline right-of-way for 
invasive species. 

CO50-12
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COMPANIES AND ORGANIZATIONS
CO50 – Kernan Land Trust (cont’d)

Companies and Organizations Comments

Deeper than standard burial of the pipeline in state forests was an 
impact minimization measure that Constitution initially 
evaluated, but has since removed from consideration at any 
location, due to technical in-feasibility.  The executive summary 
has been edited to reflect Constitution’s current proposal.  We 
specifically asked Constitution if this impact minimization 
measure could be used on the Kernan Land Trust property in our 
environmental information request dated May 14, 2014.  
Constitution responded that a significantly larger amount of 
construction workspace, resulting in increased construction 
impacts, would be required to accommodate the deeper trench 
and associated soil stockpiles, negating any perceived benefits of 
the technique.  We concur with this assessment. 

CO50-13
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COMPANIES AND ORGANIZATIONS
CO50 – Kernan Land Trust (cont’d)

Companies and Organizations Comments

As stated in table 4.9.7-1 of the EIS, Constitution and Iroquois 
would pay almost 13 and 1.5 million dollars, respectively, in 
property taxes annually due to operation of the projects.  Section 
4.9.5 has been updated with new information concerning 
property values.  The Executive Summary has been revised to 
clarify that the mention of highly variable statements was 
regarding property insurance.  The potential impacts of the 
projects upon property insurance (including our recommendation 
to ensure that any impacts are mitigated) and mortgages are 
discussed in sections 4.9.6 and 4.9.5 of the EIS, respectively.  
These sections have been updated for the final EIS.

CO50-14

See the response to comment FA4-3.CO50-15

See the response to comment SA2-1.CO50-16

See the response to comment CO50-4.  As stated in section 1.5 of 
the EIS and in relation to table 1.5-1 which contains a list of 
federal, state, and local permits, “Constitution and Iroquois 
would be responsible for obtaining all permits and approvals 
required to implement the proposed projects prior to construction 
regardless of whether they appear in this table.” 

CO50-17

See the responses to comments CO42-7 and LA7-5.CO50-18
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COMPANIES AND ORGANIZATIONS
CO50 – Kernan Land Trust (cont’d)

Companies and Organizations Comments

The Constitution pipeline was routed and designed to transport 
natural gas from supply areas in Susquehanna County, 
Pennsylvania to Schoharie County (Wright), New York, where 
the natural gas would then be connected to other, existing 
pipelines for delivery to downstream markets.  It was not routed 
to supply local municipalities in between; however, this 
secondary opportunity is a possibility now being explored by 
Leatherstocking in coordination with Constitution.  See the 
responses to comments SA4-1 and SA4-2 regarding alternative 
M. 

CO50-19

As stated in the footnote, precedent agreements are binding 
contracts.  However, if a proposed project was denied by 
regulatory or permitting agencies, then obviously the project 
could not be built and the precedent agreement would 
acknowledge such a circumstance. 

CO50-20

S-742



COMPANIES AND ORGANIZATIONS
CO50 – Kernan Land Trust (cont’d)

Companies and Organizations Comments

See the responses to comments FA1-1, FA4-3, and CO50-11.CO50-21

Section 1.2 of the EIS provides a summary of tracts for which 
there is no survey permission.  Constitution indicated in an 
update that, “landowners have signed easement rights for over 
50% of the right-of-way”.  The specific reasons that an individual 
may or not choose to sign an easement are beyond the scope of 
the EIS.

CO50-22
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COMPANIES AND ORGANIZATIONS
CO50 – Kernan Land Trust (cont’d)

Companies and Organizations Comments

The commentor’s statements regarding Constitution’s threats of 
eminent domain are noted.

CO50-23

See the response to comment FA1-1.CO50-24

See the response to comment LA7-5 and CO42-7.  The project 
purpose and objectives help define the scope of the alternatives 
analysis, not the project’s purported need. 

CO50-25

Section 1.2 of the EIS provides information regarding the 
agencies that participated in development of the EIS.  Section 1.5 
provides a list of permits and approvals that Constitution must 
obtain from the NYSDEC.

CO50-26

The commentor’s statements regarding the open houses are 
noted.  As stated in section 1.3 of the EIS, Constitution, rather 
than the FERC, held the open house meetings.  The FERC staff 
took the opportunity to attend these meetings and provide 
information about the FERC process, but did not organize or host 
the meetings. 

CO50-27
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COMPANIES AND ORGANIZATIONS
CO50 – Kernan Land Trust (cont’d)

Companies and Organizations Comments

Section 1.3 states that 101 people commented at the three scoping 
meeting.  This is not the number of persons in attendance.  
Section 1.3 further states that the notice of the scoping meetings 
was mailed to more than 2,100 interested parties, including 
federal, state, and local government representatives and agencies; 
elected officials; environmental and public interest groups; 
Native American Tribes; affected property owners; other 
interested parties; and local libraries and newspapers.  The extent 
to which any given individual wishes to participate in the 
environmental review process is a personal choice.  The vast 
number of comments on the projects were received either by 
mail, or electronically. 

CO50-28

The FERC staff typically conducts periodic conference calls with 
prospective applicants and permitting agencies during the pre-
filing phase of projects (i.e., before an application is filed).  The 
purpose of these calls is two-fold, to keep the FERC apprised of 
the status of a forthcoming application and to facilitate the 
identification and possible resolution of issues.  Once an 
application is filed, regular conference calls generally do not 
continue.  The FERC staff actively participated in seven open 
house meetings sponsored by Constitution and coordinated 
extensively with landowners, stakeholders, and the public in 
these meetings.  In addition, the FERC also conducted four 
scoping meetings to solicit input from the public prior to 
publication of the draft EIS, and four more public comment 
meetings following publication of the draft EIS.  Collectively, the 
FERC staff participated in 15 meetings with landowners and the 
public.  The FERC staff also met directly with representatives of 
the Kernan Land Trust to discuss issues and toured the Kernan
property.  As also indicated in Kernan family comments (CO5) 
FERC staff spoke with members of the Kernan family on 
multiple occasions. See also the response to comments CO4-1 
and CO4-2.  

CO50-29

The commentor’s statements regarding alternative routes are 
noted.  The FERC cannot comment directly on statements 
allegedly made by Constitution to the Kernan Land Trust.  
However, route alternatives and minor route variations are 
possible at any time during the environmental review process as 
evidenced by our May 14, 2014 environmental information 
request to constitution to assess multiple minor route variations 
near the Kernan land Trust property.  The adoption of minor 
route variations is also possible post-Certificate and after the start 
of construction, although those scenarios are typically based on 
the discovery of unanticipated site-specific conditions along the 
right-of-way. 

CO50-30
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COMPANIES AND ORGANIZATIONS
CO50 – Kernan Land Trust (cont’d)

Companies and Organizations Comments

See the response to comment FA1-1.CO50-31

See the response to comments FA1-1 and CO50-11. CO50-32
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COMPANIES AND ORGANIZATIONS
CO50 – Kernan Land Trust (cont’d)

Companies and Organizations Comments

Section 2 of the EIS describes the proposed action; it does not 
describe impacts.  As stated in section 4.5.5 of the EIS, forested 
lands within the maintained right-of-way would be permanently 
converted to an herbaceous cover type.  The EIS is clear that the 
regrowth of shrubs and trees within the temporary workspaces 
may take decades before these areas resemble the forest 
vegetation that was present before construction.  See the response 
to comment CO1-4 regarding forest fragmentation.

CO50-33

Proposed right-of-way widths and extra workspaces are depicted 
on Constitution’s alignment sheets available at 
http://elibrary.ferc.gov:0/idmws/file_list.asp?document_id=1416
0901.  Variable right-of-way widths, including a listing of 
reasons why the right-of-way may be expanded in certain 
locations, are discussed in section 2.2.1.2 of the EIS.  We 
evaluate expanded workspace areas for both uplands and 
wetlands on case-by-case basis, including evaluation of road or 
utility crossings, need for spoil storage, steep topography, 
trenchless crossing workspaces, and other factors.  Constitution’s 
proposed expanded right-of-way widths in wetlands are discussed 
in section 4.4.4 of the EIS.

CO50-34

The EIS discusses all extra workspaces that have been identified.  
As stated in section 2.2.1.3 of the EIS, additional extra 
workspaces could be identified just prior to the start of 
construction or during construction of the projects.  Should 
Constitution request changes to the workspaces discussed in the 
EIS, it must file those for our review and approval.  Changes to 
workspaces that arise after the start of construction would be 
handled via the FERC’s variance process (which includes a 
provision for landowner approval) as discussed in section 2.5 of 
the EIS.

CO50-35

The FERC does not design pipeline projects, which includes 
specification of the exact type of MLV to be used.  We have the 
knowledge and expertise necessary to evaluate pipeline project 
components, including MLVs.  We work with Pipeline and 
Hazardous Materials Safety Administration (the PHMSA) to 
ensure that all pipeline projects, including MLVs, are designed 
and built to the applicable laws, regulations, and safety standards.  
Because project design is the responsibility of the project 
sponsor, we solicit specific information from applicants such as 
Constitution to answer our own questions and address comments 
from other agencies and the public.

See the response to comment SA2-1 regarding the 
communication towers.

CO50-36
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COMPANIES AND ORGANIZATIONS
CO50 – Kernan Land Trust (cont’d)

Companies and Organizations Comments

See the response to comment FA4-46.CO50-37

Spills are a possibility with the construction of any pipeline 
project.  See the response to comments CO7-2 and CO16-16.  
Section 3.4.3 of the EIS has been revised with new information 
regarding the Kernan Land Trust property (including the 
NYSDEC-regulated wetlands) and our assessment of potential 
impact avoidance, minimization, and mitigation measures. 

CO50-38

See the response to comment FA4-9.  The following text was 
included in section 4.5 of the draft EIS: “To minimize the 
potential spread of invasive species, Constitution has developed 
state-specific Invasive Species Management Plans in consultation 
with the applicable state regulatory agencies (the PADCNR, the 
NYSDEC, and the NYSDAM).  The Management Plans contain 
measures designed to control invasive plant species during 
project construction and operation through limited use of 
herbicides, installation of wash stations to clean vehicles that 
have traversed infested areas, and rapid restoration and reseeding 
following installation of the pipeline, which would promote the 
establishment of desirable plant species and deter the spread of 
unwanted plant species.  Constitution would also conduct yearly 
monitoring and apply herbicide, as needed.  Following 
construction, if Constitution’s operational site monitoring 
identifies unsuccessful revegetation or potential invasive species 
colonization, it would conduct additional vegetation 
management, such as herbicide application, manual removal of 
non-native vegetation, and consultation with qualified botanists.  
If deemed necessary, Constitution would use foliar herbicides 
along the right-of-way in accordance with agency regulations and 
manufacturer’s recommendations to control potential invasive 
vegetation.”  See the response to comment FA6-10 regarding 
long-term monitoring of the pipeline right-of-way for invasive 
species. 

CO50-39
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COMPANIES AND ORGANIZATIONS
CO50 – Kernan Land Trust (cont’d)

Companies and Organizations Comments

As stated in section 2.3.1 of the EIS, in areas with consolidated 
rock, the minimum amount of cover would be 24 inches.  The 
entire sentence within section 2.3.1 of the EIS states, “in 
agricultural areas rock would not be used for backfill closer than 
24 inches in mesic soil or 30 inches in frigid soils from the 
construction surface of the right-of-way, and any excess would 
be disposed of at a landfill or recycling facility or used for other 
approved purposes within the right-of-way (such as landscaping 
or site access control) as allowed by the landowner and 
applicable permits.”  The Kernan Land Trust parcel is not 
classified as agricultural land. 

CO50-40
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COMPANIES AND ORGANIZATIONS
CO50 – Kernan Land Trust (cont’d)

Companies and Organizations Comments

The phrase “mitigate any damages caused by construction” was 
used in the context of water wells that could be damaged by 
construction.  Constitution has committed to such mitigation 
(section 4.3.2.1 of the EIS).  Section 3.4.3 of the EIS has been 
revised with new information regarding the Kernan Land Trust 
property and our assessment of potential impact avoidance, 
minimization, and mitigation measures.

CO50-41

See the response to comment CO5-10 regarding the Clapper Lake 
and Mud Pond wetland complexes.  The EI would be responsible 
for approving imported soils (if needed) and verifying that the 
soil is certified free of noxious weeds and soil pests, unless 
otherwise specified by the landowner, as stated in section 2.5.2 of 
the EIS.  Our Plan states “Fertilize and add soil pH modifiers 
in accordance with written recommendations obtained 
from the local soil conservation authority, land 
management agencies, or landowner.” The landowner 
would have the opportunity to coordinate with the company 
regarding potential alterations to soil pH.

CO50-42

Section 4.1.1.2 of the EIS includes a discussion of the 
geotechnical feasibility studies for the proposed trenchless 
crossings.  Section 4.3.3.4 of the EIS includes a discussion of the 
feasibility of using a trenchless crossing method for sensitive or 
high quality waterbodies. 

CO50-43

Construction across a local or county road would be different 
from crossing or constructing within an interstate highway.  As 
stated in section 3.4.1.2 of the EIS, disruption of traffic flow 
during blasting is one of the issues identified with alternative M.  
Road crossings (not interstate highways) at discrete, localized 
areas can typically be staged to allow for continuing traffic flow 
during construction, timed for off-peak periods, or otherwise 
managed to prevent or limit impacts on motorists. 

CO50-44
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COMPANIES AND ORGANIZATIONS
CO50 – Kernan Land Trust (cont’d)

Companies and Organizations Comments

The EIS does not indicate that there are extra risks associated 
with winter construction.  Section 2.3.2.6 of the EIS states that a 
Winter Construction Plan was developed to address specialized 
methods and procedures that would be used to protect resources 
during the winter season, and address the removal of snow and 
ice when it becomes necessary.  Construction of pipelines during 
the winter is quite common and affords certain advantages such 
as avoiding bird nesting and fish spawning seasons.

CO50-45

Section 3.0 of the EIS provides a comprehensive analysis of the 
proposed route as compared to other alternative routes, including 
alternative M.

CO50-46

See the response to comment CO42-33.CO50-48

Constitution determined its target in-service date based on 
agreements with their shippers.  A pipeline company can shorten 
the duration of construction by increasing the number of 
construction spreads (see section 2.3.1).  In other words, one 
crew would not be rushed through construction on the entire 
project, rather multiple, additional crews could work 
simultaneously thereby completing construction activities at 
distinct segments along the route.  Based on the project’s current 
status and schedule, it does not appear that an in-service date of 
March 2015 is feasible. 

CO50-47

See the response to comment FA6-10 regarding long-term 
monitoring of the pipeline right-of-way for invasive species. 

CO50-49
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COMPANIES AND ORGANIZATIONS
CO50 – Kernan Land Trust (cont’d)

Companies and Organizations Comments

See the response to comment CO5-10.  Section 3.4.3 of the EIS 
has been revised with new information regarding the Kernan
Land Trust property and our assessment of potential impact 
avoidance, minimization, and mitigation measures.

CO50-50

See the response to comment CO43-23.CO50-51

Wetland impacts from the proposed route are discussed in section 
4.4 of the EIS and impacts on interior forest lands are discussed 
in section 4.5.3 of the EIS.

CO50-52
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COMPANIES AND ORGANIZATIONS
CO50 – Kernan Land Trust (cont’d)

Companies and Organizations Comments

As stated in section 3.1 of the EIS, the demand for natural gas in 
the northeastern United States is well documented, as is the lack 
of adequate pipeline capacity to deliver required volumes of 
natural gas.  It would be reasonable to assume that “other means 
of natural gas supply” could mean a different pipeline project.  If 
the no-action alternative was chosen, then a subsequent project 
could be proposed in the same, similar, or different location as 
the proposed projects.  Also see the response to comment CO42-
41.

CO50-53

References for existing natural gas supply constraints are 
discussed in section 3.1 of the EIS.  Energy efficiency programs 
in New York and New England are discussed in section 3.1.1 of 
the EIS. 

CO50-54

The full sentence in section 3.1 of the EIS refers the reader to 
section 4.9 for a full discussion of the potential economic benefits 
associated with the proposed projects, including increased jobs, 
secondary spending, and tax revenues during construction, as 
well as increased property tax revenues to local governments 
during operations.  See the response to comment LA5-3 
regarding property values.  As stated in section 4.9.4.1 of the 
EIS, Constitution would repair any roads damaged by the 
pipeline project.

CO50-55

As stated in section 3.4.1.1 of the EIS, the NYCDEP supported 
Constitution’s decision to deem alternative K as non-viable and 
requested that Constitution’s project not be sited within the New 
York City Water Supply Watershed.  Section 3.4.1.1 provides 
additional reasons why alternative K was not considered to offer 
a significant environmental advantage over the proposed route 
such as more impacts on Important Bird Areas, waterbodies, and 
streams designated as drinking water supplies.

CO50-56
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COMPANIES AND ORGANIZATIONS
CO50 – Kernan Land Trust (cont’d)

Companies and Organizations Comments

The quantitative data used to compare the proposed route and the 
alternative K route can be found in table 3.4.1-1 of the EIS.  The 
data provided in this table were used to develop the comparison 
text in the section.

CO50-57

As depicted in table 3.4.1-1 of the EIS, in addition to longer 
crossings of Important Bird Areas and Forest Blocks of 
Importance, alternative K would cross more forested land and 
more forest edge habitat.  As stated in section 3.4.1.1 of the EIS, 
according to Audubon New York, Important Bird Areas are 
typically discrete habitats that provide essential habitat for bird 
species including sites for breeding, migrating, and 
overwintering.  These areas also typically focus on habitats for 
birds that are under regulatory protection, those birds that are 
considered at risk or especially vulnerable to habitat loss, or at 
places where large numbers of birds may congregate.  Forest 
Blocks of Importance are contiguous blocks of forested areas 
providing habitat for many wildlife species, including birds.  In 
addition to the total miles of blocks crossed, the blocks crossed 
by alternative K are larger, more contiguous blocks than those 
crossed by the proposed route.

CO50-58

See the response to comment CO2-1.  We support the collocation 
of pipelines with existing utilities where practical and recognize 
the value of collocation in regard to environmental resources.  
However it is not always practical, feasible, or environmentally 
preferable to collocate with an existing utility.  As stated in 
section 3.4.1.1 of the EIS, collocation of alternative K with the 
existing utility lines could result in a corridor ranging between 
200 and 325 feet whereas the proposed project would have a 
typical construction right-of-way of 125 feet wide or less. 

CO50-59

Constitution’s statements regarding alternative K adding 2 years 
to the schedule and rendering the project non-viable are just one 
factor that was considered, but it was not a main or deciding 
factor.  If an alternative route was otherwise determined to have 
clear environmental advantages over the proposed route, then 
project timing and schedule would not be of primary importance.  
See the response to comment CO43-23 regarding use of desktop 
data for the alternatives analysis.

CO50-60
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COMPANIES AND ORGANIZATIONS
CO50 – Kernan Land Trust (cont’d)

Companies and Organizations Comments

See the response to comment CO43-23 regarding use of desktop 
data for the alternatives analysis.  Section 3.4.1.2 of the EIS 
provides an analysis of placing the pipeline within the median of 
I-88 and placing the pipeline adjacent to I-88 within or along the 
controlled access areas managed by the NYSDOT. 

CO50-61

Constitution filed a response to Recommendation No. 12 on 
April 8, 2014 
(http://elibrary.ferc.gov:0/idmws/file_list.asp?document_id=1420
2518).  On May 14, 2014 we requested that Constitution evaluate 
additional crossing methods for the Kernan Land Trust parcel and 
also a suite of alternative routes based on input from the Kernan
land Trust and its agents.  Constitution replied on June 3, 2014 
and its response can be viewed at 
http://elibrary.ferc.gov:0/idmws/file_list.asp?document_id=1422
2572. Section 3.4.3 of the EIS has been revised with new 
information regarding the Kernan Land Trust property and our 
assessment of potential impact avoidance, minimization, and 
mitigation measures. 

CO50-62
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COMPANIES AND ORGANIZATIONS
CO50 – Kernan Land Trust (cont’d)

Companies and Organizations Comments

See the response to comment SA2-1 regarding the 
communication towers.

CO50-63

Section 4.1.1 of the EIS has been revised to clarify that the text 
was discussing two separate topics: overall geologic setting and 
surficial geology. 

CO50-64

All of the alternative routes discussed in section 3.0 of the EIS 
included evaluation of steep slopes, shallow bedrock, and number 
of waterbody crossings.  In addition, section 4.1.3.4 of the EIS 
provides information regarding specific measures that would be 
followed for areas of steep slopes.  Describing in detail the 
localized topography along 124 miles of proposed route is 
beyond the scope of this EIS.  However, site-specific topographic 
issues are discussed within the EIS (such as in section 4.1.3 of 
the EIS) and listed (appendix G) where applicable.

CO50-65

See the response to comment CO41-11.CO50-66
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COMPANIES AND ORGANIZATIONS
CO50 – Kernan Land Trust (cont’d)

Companies and Organizations Comments

Section 4.1.3.8 of the EIS states that the entire proposed route 
would cross 45.5 miles of shallow depth to bedrock that may 
require blasting.  As depicted in table 3.4.1-4, alternative M 
Segment 5/6 would cross 29.7 miles of shallow bedrock.  
However, the corresponding segment of the proposed route 
would cross 0.2 mile less shallow depth to bedrock than 
alternative M Segment 5/6.  The alternative M routes discussed in 
section 3.0 do not provide an analysis of the entire proposed 
route.  They are an analysis of the segment of the proposed route 
which corresponds to the area of the proposed alternative.  In 
addition, as stated in section 4.1.3.8 it is expected that a large 
portion of the bedrock would be ripped using conventional 
excavation techniques and that blasting would not be required.

CO50-67

See the response to comment CO5-4.  In section 4.7.3 of the EIS, 
we recommend that prior to construction, Constitution should file 
with the Secretary the results of any outstanding surveys for New 
York and Pennsylvania federal and state-listed species and 
identify additional mitigation measures developed in consultation 
with the applicable federal and state agencies.  The regulating 
federal and state agencies would be most suited to assist 
Constitution with development of protective mitigation measures 
for these species.  This recommendation was the basis for our not 
likely to adversely affect determinations.  In addition, see the 
response to comment FA4-3 regarding survey permission.

CO50-68

As described in section 2.3.1 of the EIS, bedrock would be 
broken up and removed where practical by ripping or hammering 
the rock with a pointed backhoe attachment before excavating it 
with a backhoe.  If rock cannot be removed by ripping or 
hammering, then blasting may be required.  The EIS lists the 
areas where shallow depths to bedrock occurs.

CO50-69

See the response to comment CO50-68.CO50-70
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COMPANIES AND ORGANIZATIONS
CO50 – Kernan Land Trust (cont’d)

Companies and Organizations Comments

See the response to comment SA1-2.  Constitution filed an 
update on June 3, 2014 for a reroute extending from MP 30.16 to 
MP 30.53 designed to avoid the landslide area.

CO50-71

See the response to comment CO1-5.CO50-72

See the response to comment LA10-1.CO50-73
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COMPANIES AND ORGANIZATIONS
CO50 – Kernan Land Trust (cont’d)

Companies and Organizations Comments

See the response to comment CO1-5.  See the response to 
comment CO41-16 regarding erosion control devices.  During 
construction and restoration, Constitution would be required to 
install and maintain erosion and sediment control devices to 
minimize erosion and stormwater runoff.  After restoration has 
been completed, the vegetation covering the operational right-of-
way, as well as features such as permanent slope breakers, would 
minimize stormwater runoff and erosion.  Increased flood 
damage from construction of the proposed projects is not 
anticipated. 

CO50-74

Although shallow bedrock is anticipated to occur in the area of 
the Kernan Land Trust property, it is unclear whether bedrock 
occurs within 5.5 to 7.5 feet of the ground surface.  If it does 
occur within the proposed trenching zone, then Constitution 
would first attempt to remove the bedrock through mechanical 
means such as ripping or hammering the rock with a pointed 
backhoe attachment as described in section 2.3.1 of the EIS.  
Only if bedrock does occur within the trenching zone and if it is 
not rippable using mechanical means, would blasting be 
evaluated.  Constitution’s Blasting Plan requires the blasting 
contractor to also prepare a site-specific blasting plan that 
includes site-specific details and blasting procedures which 
would be tailored to ambient conditions and resources as 
described in section 4.1.5 of the EIS. 

CO50-75

As stated in section 4.4.3 of the EIS, blasting may be necessary 
across an estimated 1.6 miles of wetlands.  Constitution would 
maintain the original wetland hydrology by preparing site-
specific blasting plans tailored to the local conditions, installing 
trench plugs, and restoring pre-construction contours.

CO50-76

The commentor’s statement regarding prime farmlands and 
Alternative M is noted.

CO50-77
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COMPANIES AND ORGANIZATIONS
CO50 – Kernan Land Trust (cont’d)

Companies and Organizations Comments

As stated in table 4.2.2-3 of the EIS, data regarding vulnerable 
soils were obtained from the NRCS rather than field surveys.

CO50-78

As stated in section 4.2.4 of the EIS, in agricultural areas where 
soils become saturated before topsoil segregation occurs, the 
Agricultural Inspector would either halt work or allow 
construction to proceed as long as rutting does not exceed pre-
determined depths.  Our recommending about rutting depth 
would be monitored by the Agricultural Inspector.  The FERC’s 
third-party compliance monitors would also monitor adherence to 
this recommendation.

CO50-79

See the responses to comments CO5-10 (wetlands) and CO50-75 
(blasting).  Section 3.4.3 of the EIS has been revised with new 
information regarding the Kernan Land Trust property and our 
assessment of potential impact avoidance, minimization, and 
mitigation measures.

CO50-80

See the responses to comments CO5-10 (wetlands), CO50-62 
(minor route variations), and SA4-2 (alternative M). 

CO50-81

S-760



COMPANIES AND ORGANIZATIONS
CO50 – Kernan Land Trust (cont’d)

Companies and Organizations Comments

See the response to comment FA6-10 regarding long-term 
monitoring of the pipeline right-of-way for invasive species.

CO50-82

See the response to comment FA1-1.CO50-83

See the responses to comments CO5-10 (wetlands).CO50-84
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COMPANIES AND ORGANIZATIONS
CO50 – Kernan Land Trust (cont’d)

Companies and Organizations Comments

See the response to comment FA6-10 regarding long-term 
monitoring of the pipeline right-of-way for invasive species.  See 
the response to comment CO42-33 regarding mitigation and 
monitoring of adherence to required mitigation.  As stated in the 
Party Letter and the Executive Summary of the EIS, the FERC 
staff has determined that approval of the projects would have 
some adverse environmental impacts, but these impacts would be 
reduced to less-than-significant levels with implementation of 
impact avoidance, minimization, and mitigation measures 
proposed by the Applicants and with additional measures that we 
are recommending.  As stated in section 4.4.3 of the EIS, wetland 
monitoring would be carried out until wetland restoration is 
deemed satisfactory by the FERC.

CO50-85
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COMPANIES AND ORGANIZATIONS
CO50 – Kernan Land Trust (cont’d)

Companies and Organizations Comments

See the response to comment CO5-10 (wetlands).  Section 4.8.4 
of the draft EIS specifically mentioned the commentors’ concerns 
about the Clapper and Mud Lakes wetland complexes. 

CO50-86

The discussion of interior forest in section 4.5.3 of the EIS has 
been revised. 

CO50-87
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COMPANIES AND ORGANIZATIONS
CO50 – Kernan Land Trust (cont’d)

Companies and Organizations Comments

See the response to comment SA4-2 regarding interior forest and 
alternative M.  See the response to comment CO9-1 regarding a 
reduction in the right-of-way width.

CO50-88

We acknowledge that modified habitat types can be a negative 
for some wildlife species, such as migratory birds in interior 
forests, but can be a positive for other species, such as deer in 
edge habitats.  Although the proposed route would cross largely 
undisturbed lands within the Kernan parcel, our review of aerial 
photography indicated that several cleared areas and/or areas 
with herbaceous or scrub habitat (which may be attractive to 
deer), along with access roads, already occur on the Kernan
parcel, as would be expected within a “working forest” that is 
subject to selected tree harvest. 

CO50-89
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COMPANIES AND ORGANIZATIONS
CO50 – Kernan Land Trust (cont’d)

Companies and Organizations Comments

Constitution’s Preliminary Migratory Bird and Upland Forest 
Plan was filed on May 6, 2014 
(http://elibrary.ferc.gov:0/idmws/file_list.asp?document_id=1421
3683).  The plan was developed in coordination with the FWS 
and state agencies.  The EIS has been updated with our 
assessment of this draft plan.  See the response to comments 
FA4-29 and FA4-30 regarding mitigation and monitoring 
adherence to the proposed mitigation. 

CO50-90

See the response to comment FA1-1.CO50-91

See the response to comment CO50-68.CO50-92

The commentor’s statements regarding Constitution’s threats of 
eminent domain are noted.

CO50-93
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COMPANIES AND ORGANIZATIONS
CO50 – Kernan Land Trust (cont’d)

Companies and Organizations Comments

The commentor’s statements regarding Constitution’s threats of 
eminent domain are noted.  See the response to comment FA8-3 
regarding easement negotiations.

CO50-94

See the response to comment CO50-22 regarding number of 
landowners that have signed an easement agreement.  The 
number or percentage of landowners who may or may not have 
signed easement agreemtns is immaterial to the FERC’s 
environmental review process.

CO50-95

See the response to comment CO50-62.  See the response to 
comment FA6-10 regarding long-term monitoring of the pipeline 
right-of-way for invasive species. 

CO50-96
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COMPANIES AND ORGANIZATIONS
CO50 – Kernan Land Trust (cont’d)

Companies and Organizations Comments

The commentor’s statement regarding the scope of the 
socioeconomic analysis is noted.  Our level of analysis is 
consistent with the FERC standard (Guidance Manual for 
Environmental Report Preparation, August 2002) Executive 
Order 12898, and CEQ guidance (CEQ 1997a) and is sufficient 
for an adequate assessment of potential impacts. 

CO50-97

Section 4.9.1 of the EIS further states that the proposed project 
would result more than 325 local jobs and 281 indirect jobs 
during construction.  Section 4.9.5 has been updated with new 
information concerning property values.  As stated in section 
4.9.2 of the EIS, the impacts on tourism due to construction of 
the pipeline are expected to be minimal.

CO50-98

We concluded in section 4.9.5 of the EIS that there is no clear 
evidence that the presence of a pipeline results in decreased 
property values.  Property taxes are discussed in section 4.9.5 of 
the EIS.  Also, construction and operation of the projects are not 
expected to result in the loss of jobs or income.

CO50-99

Constitution and the FERC have worked to minimize impacts on 
businesses that would be impacted by the projects.  As discussed 
in section 4.9.5 of the EIS, Constitution would compensate 
landowners at current market value for any crop damage, or 
measureable loss resulting from construction of the project.  In 
addition, landowners would be compensated for any marketable 
timber that is removed from their property during construction.  
As stated in section 4.8.2 of the EIS, an easement agreement 
between a company and a landowner typically specifies 
compensation for losses resulting from construction, including 
losses of non-renewable and other resources, damages to property 
during construction, and long-term restrictions on existing uses 
that would not be permitted on the permanent right-of-way. 

CO50-100
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COMPANIES AND ORGANIZATIONS
CO50 – Kernan Land Trust (cont’d)

Companies and Organizations Comments

Table 4.9.3-1 of the EIS provides a summary of the number of 
fire departments, police departments, schools, hospitals, and 
hospital beds in the area of the proposed projects.  The data 
contained in table 4.9.3-1 were used as the basis for the statement 
that the public service infrastructure appears to be adequate.  
Emergency personnel would only be needed in the event of an 
accident, thus anticipated demand cannot be estimated or 
surmised.

CO50-102

The commentor’s statement regarding the attractiveness of the 
landscape of the project area is noted.  Visual impacts and 
tourism are discussed in sections 4.8.6 and 4.9.2 of the EIS, 
respectively.  There are existing linear projects already located 
within the project area such as pipelines, power lines, and roads, 
as well as other developments.  Outdoor recreation areas are 
discussed in section 4.8.4 of the EIS, and water resources and air 
quality are discussed in sections 4.3.2 and 4.11.1 of the EIS, 
respectively.  The commentor’s statement regarding the market 
for second / retirement homes is noted as well.  Our analysis of 
property values (and tax bases) would be relevant to all home 
sales regardless of whether they were primary, secondary, or 
retirement residences, and are discussed in sections 4.9.5 
(property values) and 4.9.7 (tax bases) of the EIS.  Section 4.9.5 
has been updated with new information concerning property 
values. 

CO50-101
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COMPANIES AND ORGANIZATIONS
CO50 – Kernan Land Trust (cont’d)

Companies and Organizations Comments

Section 4.9.5 has been updated with new information concerning 
property values.

CO50-104

The commentor’s statements regarding the community grant 
program are noted.  An analysis of the program is beyond the 
scope of the EIS, as is an assessment of how a project sponsor 
might attempt to generate public support for its project.

CO50-103

S-769



COMPANIES AND ORGANIZATIONS
CO50 – Kernan Land Trust (cont’d)

Companies and Organizations Comments

See the response to comment CO50-101.CO50-105
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COMPANIES AND ORGANIZATIONS
CO50 – Kernan Land Trust (cont’d)

Companies and Organizations Comments

As stated in table 4.9.7-1 of the EIS, the source for data regarding 
property taxes during construction and operation of the proposed 
projects was the Center for Governmental Research.  Constitution 
and Iroquois would be assessed property taxes by the counties 
and would make payments directly to the counties.  As we have 
reached the conclusion that property values would not decline as 
a direct result of the project, it is reasonable to assume that 
property taxes could increase as value of the land increases over 
time, and therefore, the Applicants’ tax assessments would likely 
also rise. 

CO50-106

See the response to comment CO50-27 regarding Constitution’s 
open house meetings.

CO50-107

See the response to comment CO29-1.The commentor’s
statement regarding the draft EIS comment meetings are noted.  
The FERC held four comment meetings to hear comments on the 
proposed projects.  The panel instructed the audience to respect 
all attending and speaking at the meetings.  Some meetings were 
more heavily attended than others.  Because the purpose of these 
meetings was to obtain comments on the Draft EIS, speakers 
were called in their order of attendance to the meetings (during 
our scoping meetings preference for potentially affected 
landowners was given).  The draft EIS comment meetings are 
public meetings and anyone is invited to attend regardless of 
whether they support or oppose the project (or simply have 
concerns), for whatever reasons that are personal to them.  All 
comments, regardless of how they are provided, were considered 
equally, appended to this EIS and directly responded to by FERC 
staff.

CO50-108
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COMPANIES AND ORGANIZATIONS
CO50 – Kernan Land Trust (cont’d)

Companies and Organizations Comments

The commenters’ statements regarding historical resources on the 
property are noted.  Historic resources are typically avoided, or 
potential impacts are minimized or mitigated, once field survey 
crews locate and document them.  See the response to comment 
FA4-3 regarding pending surveys.  We have included a 
recommendation in section 4.10.4 of the EIS that Constitution not 
begin construction (if approved) prior to completion of all NHPA 
section 106 consultation.  The landowner has not allowed 
Constitution access to survey the parcel.  The comments 
regarding the project resulting in the likely dissolution as a solid 
forest unit, leading to the end of the Charlotte Forest as a family 
owned and managed conservation unit, and that no amount of 
compensation would be sufficient are noted.  Section 3.4.3 of the 
EIS has been revised with new information regarding the Kernan
Land Trust property and our assessment of potential impact 
avoidance, minimization, and mitigation measures. 

CO50-109

The commentor’s statements regarding the relative modesty of an 
increase in Constitution’s capacity is noted.  In the context of 
interstate natural gas transportation, available supply, and 
regional demand, a theoretical 31 percent increase in potential 
delivery is modest.  Section 4.13 of the EIS has been updated in 
regard to continuing natural gas supply in Susquehanna County, 
Pennsylvania.  See the responses to comments SA6-7 and LA1-4.  
See the response to comment LA9-4 regarding natural gas 
reserves.

CO50-110

The commentor’s statement is noted.  However, section 4.13.1.1 
of the EIS states, within the last 20 years, the petroleum industry 
has developed the horizontal drilling technique in conjunction 
with hydraulic fracturing (fracking), which has been in use for 
over 50 years, to recover natural gas from shale reservoirs.  The 
statement already refers to hydraulic fracturing (not horizontal 
drilling or high-volume hydraulic fracturing) as being in use for 
over 50 years.

CO50-111
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COMPANIES AND ORGANIZATIONS
CO50 – Kernan Land Trust (cont’d)

Companies and Organizations Comments

See the response to comment CO5-10 (wetlands).  See the 
response to comment CO41-16 regarding erosion controls.  See 
the responses to comments CO7-2 and CO16-3 regarding 
Constitution’s spill plan. 

CO50-112

A description of Constitution’s proposed right-of-way 
configurations can be found in section 2.2.1.2 of the EIS.  See the 
response to comment CO9-1 regarding interior forest.

CO50-113

The commentor’s statements regarding wildlife and cumulative 
impacts are noted.  The EIS acknowledges that some habitats 
would permanently be altered such as conversion of forest to 
maintained, grassy right-of-way in some locations and that these 
changes would affect wildlife.  For example, section 4.6.1 of the 
EIS states that “The fragmentation of large forested tracts during 
construction and operation of the project could create long-term 
impacts on BCCs (author note - birds of conservation concern)
by reducing available breeding, nesting, and foraging habitat for 
interior nesting species, such as the wood thrush, cerulean 
warbler, and Canada warbler, which are present within the 
project area.”  See the response to comment FA4-29 regarding 
indirect effects to forest resulting from creation of a new forest 
edge and updates to the EIS.  During operations, Constitution 
would mow up to a 50-foot-wide permanent right-of-way no 
more than once every three years; however, a 10-foot-wide swath 
may be mowed more frequently to facilitate routine patrols and 
emergency access.  The mowing would be conducted outside of 
the April 15 to August 1 window to avoid impacts on nesting 
birds.  As described in table 2.6-1 of the EIS, patrolled 
inspections during operations would occur at intervals of several 
months.  We conclude that due to the timing and relative 
infrequency of maintenance and inspection, impacts on wildlife 
would be minimal. 

CO50-114
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COMPANIES AND ORGANIZATIONS
CO50 – Kernan Land Trust (cont’d)

Companies and Organizations Comments

Section 3.0 of the EIS provides a comprehensive analysis of the 
proposed route as compared to other alternative routes.  The 
analyses and justification for route comparisons are provided 
there. 

CO50-115

As stated in section 4.9.1 of the EIS, the Center for Government 
Research examined the economic benefits of the proposed 
projects, including providing an estimate on the number of direct 
and indirect jobs.  As stated in section 4.9.1 of the EIS, an 
estimated seven new full-time, local employees would be directly 
hired to operate the facilities on a permanent basis.  The creation 
of new, full-time positions would result in an estimated 5 indirect 
hires during operation.  Operation of Iroquois’ project would 
require no additional workforce.

CO50-116

See the response to comment FA6-13.CO50-117
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COMPANIES AND ORGANIZATIONS
CO50 – Kernan Land Trust (cont’d)

Companies and Organizations Comments

The commentor’s statement regarding cumulative impacts is 
noted.  We have updated the cumulative impacts assessment and 
the conclusion.

CO50-118

Section 5.1.4 of the EIS states that the majority of wetland 
impacts would be from temporary workspaces (75.7 acres); these 
areas would return to pre-construction conditions following 
construction.  We acknowledge that this would be a long-term 
impact in some instances taking decades to recover to pre-
construction conditions.  The section further states that 
Constitution would maintain a 30-foot-wide corridor with 
selective removal of trees within forested wetlands, impacting a 
total of 12.5 acres through the operational life of the project.

CO50-119

Constitution would conduct annual post-construction monitoring 
of all wetlands affected by construction to assess the condition of 
revegetation and the success of restoration for three years or until 
revegetation is successful.  If revegetation is unsuccessful after 
three years, under the direction of FERC, Constitution would 
develop in consultation with a professional wetland ecologist a 
remedial revegetation plan to actively revegetate the impacted 
wetlands.

CO50-120

See the response to comment FA4-2.CO50-121
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COMPANIES AND ORGANIZATIONS
CO50 – Kernan Land Trust (cont’d)

Companies and Organizations Comments

See the response to comment CO5-10 (wetlands).  See the 
response to comment FA6-10 regarding long-term monitoring of 
the pipeline right-of-way for invasive species.  Section 3.4.3 of 
the EIS has been revised with new information regarding the 
Kernan Land Trust property and our assessment of potential 
impact avoidance, minimization, and mitigation measures. 

CO50-122
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COMPANIES AND ORGANIZATIONS
CO51 – Pennsylvania Sierra Club

Companies and Organizations Comments

The discussion of interior forest in section 4.5.3 of the EIS has 
been revised.  See the response to comment CO41-16 regarding 
stormwater runoff and sediment and erosion controls.  Section 
4.1.3 of the EIS has been revised to provide additional 
information regarding flooding.  Section 4.3 of the EIS discusses 
potential impacts on water resources from the proposed projects. 

CO51-1

The proposed projects would consist of modifications to an
existing compressor station. As stated in section 2.1 of the EIS,
the proposed Wright Interconnect Project would include
construction of a new transfer compressor station including the
addition of incremental compression facilities of about 21,800
horsepower, to supplement the existing compression capacity of
14,200 horsepower.

Air quality impacts and proposed mitigation are discussed in 
section 4.11.1 of the EIS.  See the response to comment SA5-2 
and section 4.7 of the EIS regarding threatened and endangered 
species.  Sensitive waterbodies are discussed in section 4.3.3 of 
the EIS.

CO51-2

Sensitive resources, as well as potential impacts and mitigation,
are discussed in the EIS for interior forest and forest
fragmentation (section 4.5.3), soil compaction (section 4.2.2),
noise (section 4.11.2), aquifers and waterbodies (section 4.3.3),
air quality (section 4.2.1), and wetlands (section 4.4 and appendix
L). See the response to comment CO41-16 regarding stormwater
runoff and sediment and erosion controls.

CO51-3

S-777



COMPANIES AND ORGANIZATIONS
CO51 – Pennsylvania Sierra Club (cont’d)

Companies and Organizations Comments

The commentor’s statements regarding the draft EIS are noted.
See the response to comment FA1-1.

CO51-4

S-778



The commentor’s requests for delayed issuance of the draft EIS 
are noted.  See the response to comment FA1-1.  As stated in 
section 4.1.3.4 of the EIS, a geotechnical consulting firm 
provided an analysis of steep slopes and karst areas that would be 
crossed by the proposed route.  A well-defined landslide feature 
at MP 30.3 was identified.  Constitution stated it would perform a 
slope stability analysis at this location.  We included a 
recommendation for this study since it had not been filed at the 
time the draft EIS was published.  Constitution filed an update on 
June 3, 2014 for a reroute extending from MP 30.16 to MP 30.53 
designed to avoid the landslide area.  The geotechnical firm did 
not identify any other areas of the proposed route which would 
require a formal slope stability analysis.

COMPANIES AND ORGANIZATIONS
CO52 – Concerned Citizens of Trout Creek

Individual Comments

CO52-1

As stated in section 4.1.1.2 of the EIS, prior to construction 
Constitution should file geotechnical studies for all trenchless 
crossing locations.  Any information requested to be provided 
prior to construction would be filed on our e-Library system and 
would be available to the public.  Constitution’s Spill Plan for Oil 
and Hazardous Materials and Iroquois’ Spill Prevention, Control 
and Countermeasure Plan are also on e-Library, and their current 
versions have been available for public review since November 
11, 2013 (Constitution) and June 13, 2013 (Iroquois).  See the 
response to comment FA1-1 regarding outstanding studies. .

CO52-2

S-779



See the responses to the Earthjustice letter referenced by the 
commentor at comments CO41-2 and CO41-3.  See the response 
to comment LA7-5 regarding public need.

COMPANIES AND ORGANIZATIONS
CO53 – James Bacon for CWCWC

Individual Comments

CO53-1S-780



COMPANIES AND ORGANIZATIONS
CO53 – James Bacon for CWCWC (cont’d)

Individual Comments
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COMPANIES AND ORGANIZATIONS
CO53 – James Bacon for CWCWC (cont’d)

Individual Comments

See the response to comment FA8-3. CO53-2

See the responses to comments LA7-5 regarding public need and 
comment FA8-3 regarding eminent domain.

CO53-3

In section 4.8.4.2 of the EIS, we have included a 
recommendation that Constitution file an impact avoidance, 
minimization, or mitigation plan for specialty crops (such as the 
sugar bush operation at MP 79.5), in coordination with the 
landowner if possible.  Section 4.9.5 has been updated with new 
information concerning property values.

CO53-4

Section 4.9.5 has been updated with new information concerning 
property values and mortgages.  Issues related to insurance are 
discussed in section 4.9.6 of the EIS.  We have included 
recommendations in section 4.9 of the EIS regarding the 
documentation of issues related to insurance and mortgages in 
relation to the Constitution pipeline.  We note that there are likely 
differences for these issues between the installation of a natural 
gas pipeline and well drilling and production.  

CO53-5
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COMPANIES AND ORGANIZATIONS
CO53 – James Bacon for CWCWC (cont’d)

Individual Comments
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COMPANIES AND ORGANIZATIONS
CO53 – James Bacon for CWCWC (cont’d)

Individual Comments

See the response to comment LA9-4 regarding natural gas 
reserves.

CO53-6

Section 3.1.2.3 of the EIS discusses renewable energy.CO53-7

See the response to comment SA4-2 regarding Alternative M.CO53-8

S-784



COMPANIES AND ORGANIZATIONS
CO53 – James Bacon for CWCWC (cont’d)

Individual Comments

See the response to comment LA7-5 regarding public need.  If 
the pipeline project is certificated by the Commission, that 
authorization conveys with it the right of eminent domain, which 
may be used for obtaining access for conducting surveys.  
Pipelines that are not under FERC jurisdiction (as cited in the 
comment) may face different reality regarding eminent domain 
authority (e.g., state regulations or the Natural Gas Act).

CO53-9
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COMPANIES AND ORGANIZATIONS
CO53 – James Bacon for CWCWC (cont’d)

Individual Comments

The information provided in the attached technical report from 
the Interstate Natural Gas Association of America is noted.  
Constitution’s proposed construction workspaces follows many 
of the guidelines and recommendations in this report. 

CO53-10

S-786



COMPANIES AND ORGANIZATIONS
CO53 – James Bacon for CWCWC (cont’d)

Individual Comments
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COMPANIES AND ORGANIZATIONS
CO53 – James Bacon for CWCWC (cont’d)

Individual Comments

S-788



COMPANIES AND ORGANIZATIONS
CO53 – James Bacon for CWCWC (cont’d)

Individual Comments
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COMPANIES AND ORGANIZATIONS
CO53 – James Bacon for CWCWC (cont’d)

Individual Comments
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COMPANIES AND ORGANIZATIONS
CO53 – James Bacon for CWCWC (cont’d)

Individual Comments
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COMPANIES AND ORGANIZATIONS
CO53 – James Bacon for CWCWC (cont’d)

Individual Comments

S-792



COMPANIES AND ORGANIZATIONS
CO53 – James Bacon for CWCWC (cont’d)

Individual Comments

S-793



COMPANIES AND ORGANIZATIONS
CO53 – James Bacon for CWCWC (cont’d)

Individual Comments

S-794



COMPANIES AND ORGANIZATIONS
CO53 – James Bacon for CWCWC (cont’d)

Individual Comments
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COMPANIES AND ORGANIZATIONS
CO53 – James Bacon for CWCWC (cont’d)

Individual Comments

S-796



COMPANIES AND ORGANIZATIONS
CO53 – James Bacon for CWCWC (cont’d)

Individual Comments

S-797



COMPANIES AND ORGANIZATIONS
CO53 – James Bacon for CWCWC (cont’d)

Individual Comments

S-798



COMPANIES AND ORGANIZATIONS
CO53 – James Bacon for CWCWC (cont’d)

Individual Comments
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COMPANIES AND ORGANIZATIONS
CO53 – James Bacon for CWCWC (cont’d)

Individual Comments

S-800



COMPANIES AND ORGANIZATIONS
CO53 – James Bacon for CWCWC (cont’d)

Individual Comments
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COMPANIES AND ORGANIZATIONS
CO53 – James Bacon for CWCWC (cont’d)

Individual Comments

S-802



COMPANIES AND ORGANIZATIONS
CO53 – James Bacon for CWCWC (cont’d)

Individual Comments

S-803



COMPANIES AND ORGANIZATIONS
CO53 – James Bacon for CWCWC (cont’d)

Individual Comments

S-804



COMPANIES AND ORGANIZATIONS
CO53 – James Bacon for CWCWC (cont’d)

Individual Comments
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COMPANIES AND ORGANIZATIONS
CO53 – James Bacon for CWCWC (cont’d)

Individual Comments
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COMPANIES AND ORGANIZATIONS
CO53 – James Bacon for CWCWC (cont’d)

Individual Comments
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COMPANIES AND ORGANIZATIONS
CO53 – James Bacon for CWCWC (cont’d)

Individual Comments

S-808



COMPANIES AND ORGANIZATIONS
CO53 – James Bacon for CWCWC (cont’d)

Individual Comments

S-809



COMPANIES AND ORGANIZATIONS
CO53 – James Bacon for CWCWC (cont’d)

Individual Comments
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COMPANIES AND ORGANIZATIONS
CO53 – James Bacon for CWCWC (cont’d)

Individual Comments

S-811



COMPANIES AND ORGANIZATIONS
CO53 – James Bacon for CWCWC (cont’d)

Individual Comments

S-812



COMPANIES AND ORGANIZATIONS
CO53 – James Bacon for CWCWC (cont’d)

Individual Comments

S-813



COMPANIES AND ORGANIZATIONS
CO53 – James Bacon for CWCWC (cont’d)

Individual Comments

S-814



COMPANIES AND ORGANIZATIONS
CO53 – James Bacon for CWCWC (cont’d)

Individual Comments
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COMPANIES AND ORGANIZATIONS
CO53 – James Bacon for CWCWC (cont’d)

Individual Comments
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COMPANIES AND ORGANIZATIONS
CO53 – James Bacon for CWCWC (cont’d)

Individual Comments
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COMPANIES AND ORGANIZATIONS
CO53 – James Bacon for CWCWC (cont’d)

Individual Comments

S-818



COMPANIES AND ORGANIZATIONS
CO53 – James Bacon for CWCWC (cont’d)

Individual Comments

S-819



COMPANIES AND ORGANIZATIONS
CO53 – James Bacon for CWCWC (cont’d)

Individual Comments

S-820



COMPANIES AND ORGANIZATIONS
CO53 – James Bacon for CWCWC (cont’d)

Individual Comments
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COMPANIES AND ORGANIZATIONS
CO53 – James Bacon for CWCWC (cont’d)

Individual Comments
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COMPANIES AND ORGANIZATIONS
CO53 – James Bacon for CWCWC (cont’d)

Individual Comments
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COMPANIES AND ORGANIZATIONS
CO53 – James Bacon for CWCWC (cont’d)

Individual Comments
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COMPANIES AND ORGANIZATIONS
CO53 – James Bacon for CWCWC (cont’d)

Individual Comments

S-825



COMPANIES AND ORGANIZATIONS
CO53 – James Bacon for CWCWC (cont’d)

Individual Comments
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COMPANIES AND ORGANIZATIONS
CO53 – James Bacon for CWCWC (cont’d)

Individual Comments

S-827



COMPANIES AND ORGANIZATIONS
CO53 – James Bacon for CWCWC (cont’d)

Individual Comments

S-828



COMPANIES AND ORGANIZATIONS
CO53 – James Bacon for CWCWC (cont’d)

Individual Comments

S-829



COMPANIES AND ORGANIZATIONS
CO53 – James Bacon for CWCWC (cont’d)

Individual Comments

S-830



COMPANIES AND ORGANIZATIONS
CO53 – James Bacon for CWCWC (cont’d)

Individual Comments

S-831



COMPANIES AND ORGANIZATIONS
CO53 – James Bacon for CWCWC (cont’d)

Individual Comments
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COMPANIES AND ORGANIZATIONS
CO53 – James Bacon for CWCWC (cont’d)

Individual Comments

S-833



COMPANIES AND ORGANIZATIONS
CO54 – Bruce S. Kernan for Kernan Land Trust

Individual Comments

See the responses to comments CO50-53 and CO50-60.  See the 
response to comment CO50-22 regarding signed easement 
agreements.

CO54-1
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COMPANIES AND ORGANIZATIONS
CO54 – Bruce S. Kernan for Kernan Land Trust (cont’d)

Individual Comments

S-835



COMPANIES AND ORGANIZATIONS
CO55 – Stanton Family Farms, LLC.

Individual Comments

The comments referenced in the public meetings and responses 
can be found at PM1-8 through PM1-17. 

CO55-1

The supporting information provided by the Stanton family is 
noted.  Section 3.4.3 of the EIS has been revised with new 
information regarding the Stanton property and our assessment of 
potential impact avoidance, minimization, and mitigation 
measures.

CO55-2
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COMPANIES AND ORGANIZATIONS
CO55 – Stanton Family Farms, LLC. (cont’d)

Individual Comments
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COMPANIES AND ORGANIZATIONS
CO55 – Stanton Family Farms, LLC. (cont’d)

Individual Comments
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COMPANIES AND ORGANIZATIONS
CO55 – Stanton Family Farms, LLC. (cont’d)

Individual Comments

S-839



COMPANIES AND ORGANIZATIONS
CO55 – Stanton Family Farms, LLC. (cont’d)

Individual Comments

S-840



COMPANIES AND ORGANIZATIONS
CO55 – Stanton Family Farms, LLC. (cont’d)

Individual Comments
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COMPANIES AND ORGANIZATIONS
CO55 – Stanton Family Farms, LLC. (cont’d)

Individual Comments
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COMPANIES AND ORGANIZATIONS
CO55 – Stanton Family Farms, LLC. (cont’d)

Individual Comments
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COMPANIES AND ORGANIZATIONS
CO55 – Stanton Family Farms, LLC. (cont’d)

Individual Comments
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COMPANIES AND ORGANIZATIONS
CO55 – Stanton Family Farms, LLC. (cont’d)

Individual Comments
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COMPANIES AND ORGANIZATIONS
CO55 – Stanton Family Farms, LLC. (cont’d)

Individual Comments
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COMPANIES AND ORGANIZATIONS
CO55 – Stanton Family Farms, LLC. (cont’d)

Individual Comments
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COMPANIES AND ORGANIZATIONS
CO55 – Stanton Family Farms, LLC. (cont’d)

Individual Comments
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COMPANIES AND ORGANIZATIONS
CO55 – Stanton Family Farms, LLC. (cont’d)

Individual Comments
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COMPANIES AND ORGANIZATIONS
CO55 – Stanton Family Farms, LLC. (cont’d)

Individual Comments
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COMPANIES AND ORGANIZATIONS
CO55 – Stanton Family Farms, LLC. (cont’d)

Individual Comments

S-851



COMPANIES AND ORGANIZATIONS
CO56 – Laborers International Union of North America 
(Local 785)

Individual Comments

The commentor’s statements in support of the projects are noted.CO56-1

S-852



COMPANIES AND ORGANIZATIONS
CO57 – Breathe Easy Susquehanna County

Individual Comments

The commentor’s statements requesting denial of the proposed 
projects is noted.  Potential impacts and mitigation from the 
proposed projects on air quality are discussed in section 4.11.1 of 
the EIS.  See the response to comment CO26-11 regarding 
induced development.

CO57-1

See the response to comment CO41-29 regarding Williams’ 
Central Compressor Station.

CO57-2

Section 4.11.1 of the EIS has been revised to include an 
expanded discussion of fugitive emissions.  The commentor’s 
request for the Picarro surveyor is noted.  A comprehensive air 
study from upstream source to midstream transportation (from 
drilling to interstate transport) is beyond the scope of this EIS. 

CO57-3

As discussed in section 4.9.8 of the EIS, the primary health issue 
related to the proposed projects would be the risk associated with 
an unanticipated pipeline failure.  As discussed in section 4.11.1 
of the EIS, the proposed projects would not be expected to have a 
significant impact on local or regional air quality.

CO57-4
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COMPANIES AND ORGANIZATIONS
CO58 – Joint Landowners Coalition of New York Inc.

Individual Comments

The commentor’s statements in support of the projects are noted.CO58-1
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COMPANIES AND ORGANIZATIONS
CO59 – Flying Changes B&B  LLC.

Individual Comments

The commentor’s statements in support of the projects are noted.CO59-1
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COMPANIES AND ORGANIZATIONS
CO59 – Flying Changes B&B  LLC. (cont’d)

Individual Comments
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COMPANIES AND ORGANIZATIONS
CO60 – Laborers International Union of North America 
(Local 785)

Individual Comments

The commentor’s statements in support of the projects are noted.CO60-1
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COMPANIES AND ORGANIZATIONS
CO60 – Laborers International Union of North America 
(Local 785) (cont’d)

Individual Comments
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COMPANIES AND ORGANIZATIONS
CO60 – Laborers International Union of North America 
(Local 785) (cont’d)

Individual Comments
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COMPANIES AND ORGANIZATIONS
CO61 – Upstate Landowners Group LLC

Individual Comments

The commentor’s statements in support of the projects are noted.CO61-1

The commentor’s request to deny approval of the projects until 
easement agreements between Constitution and the Upstate 
Landowners Group have been reached is noted.  See the response 
to comment FA8-3.

CO61-2
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COMPANIES AND ORGANIZATIONS
CO61 – Upstate Landowners Group LLC (cont’d)

Individual Comments
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COMPANIES AND ORGANIZATIONS
CO62 – Laborers International Union of North America
(Local 785)

Individual Comments

The commentor’s statements in support of the projects are noted.CO62-1S-862



COMPANIES AND ORGANIZATIONS
CO63 – Unatego Are Landowners Association

Individual Comments

The commentor’s statements in support of the projects are noted.CO63-1

The draft EIS was prepared by the FERC rather than Cabot and 
Williams as stated by the commentor.  Section 4.9.5 has been 
updated with new information concerning property values.  See 
the response to comment FA8-3.

CO63-2
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COMPANIES AND ORGANIZATIONS
CO63 – Unatego Are Landowners Association (cont’d)

Individual Comments

See the response to comment FA8-3.CO63-3
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COMPANIES AND ORGANIZATIONS
CO63 – Unatego Are Landowners Association (cont’d)

Individual Comments
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COMPANIES AND ORGANIZATIONS
CO64 – Leatherstocking Gas  Company LLC

Individual Comments

We have updated sections 1.1 and 4.13 with the provided 
information as applicable.  It is not possible to perform a detailed 
cumulative impacts analysis of any natural gas distribution 
systems considered by Leatherstocking without specific 
information about the systems.  Therefore, we made general 
assumptions to update the cumulative impacts section 
accordingly. 

CO64-1
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COMPANIES AND ORGANIZATIONS
CO64 – Leatherstocking Gas  Company LLC (cont’d)

Individual Comments
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COMPANIES AND ORGANIZATIONS
CO64 – Leatherstocking Gas  Company LLC (cont’d)

Individual Comments

Even though Leatherstocking’s proposal is not jurisdictional to 
the FERC, we have made reasonable assumptions to include it in 
our cumulative impacts analysis (section 4.13 of the EIS).

CO64-2
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COMPANIES AND ORGANIZATIONS
CO64 – Leatherstocking Gas  Company LLC (cont’d)

Individual Comments
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COMPANIES AND ORGANIZATIONS
CO64 – Leatherstocking Gas  Company LLC (cont’d)

Individual Comments
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COMPANIES AND ORGANIZATIONS
CO64 – Leatherstocking Gas  Company LLC (cont’d)

Individual Comments
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COMPANIES AND ORGANIZATIONS
CO64 – Leatherstocking Gas  Company LLC (cont’d)

Individual Comments

S-872
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